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Memorandum

To: Chief, Resources Management Division, U.S. Bureau of Reclamatzon South
Central California Area Office, Fresno, California

oL . | o

From: / Assistant Field Supervisor, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Off1ce, Sacramento
California

Subject: Informal Consultation on City of Tracy Interim Water Contract Renewal, 2012-
2014

This memorandum transmits the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) concurrence with the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s (Reclamation) November 15, 2011, determination that the
proposed 2-year interim renewal water contracts for the City of Tracy (Proposed Action) for the
contract period March 1, 2012 through February 29, 2014, may affect, but are not likely to
adversely affect (NLAA) the federally-listed San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica). A
description of the interim contracts covered by this consultation is presented in Table 1. The
Proposed Action will continue two existing interim renewal contracts for the City of Tracy, with
only minor administrative changes to the contract provisions to update the previous interim
renewal contracts for the new contract period. No changes to the City of Tracy contract service
area or water deliveries are part of the Proposed Action. Central Valley Project (CVP) water
deliveries under the two proposed City of Tracy interim renewal contracts can only be used
within each designated contract service area depicted in Figure 1.

This response is provided pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973
(Act) (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and in accordance with the regulations governing interagency
consultations (50 CFR §402). We received your November 15, 2011 request for reinitiation of
consultation under the Act and Biological Evaluation (BE) for the Proposed Action on
November 21, 2011. A Draft Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Action was made
available for public comment on December 12, 2011 (available at:
http:/fwww.usbr.gov/newsroom/newsrelease/detail.cfm?RecordID=38786).

This informal consultation is a reinitiation and amendment of previous consultations on interim
renewal contracts that included these City of Tracy contracts, and those consultations are
included here by reference (Service File Nos., 04-F-0360, 06-F-0070, 08-F-0944-1 and -2). This
amendment to our consultation on City of Tracy interim contracts addresses the effects of the
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proposed renewal of the contracts described in Table 1 for a 2 year period from March 1, 2012 to
February 29, 2014, as established in Section 3404(c) of the Central Valley Project Improvement
Act (CVPIA). The water will be used within the City of Tracy contract service area as shown in
Figure 1 (Action Area), for agricultural, municipal, and industrial purposes, and will not exceed
water allocations determined by existing CVP operations criteria. Interim CVP water contract
renewals are consistent with the tiered implementation of the CVPIA, as described in the
biological opinion on Implementation of the CVPIA (Service File No., 1-1-98-F-0124).

Table 1. Clty of Tracy Interim Water Contracts, Contract Quantities and Expiration Dates.

Contract Expliration of
Contractor Contract Numibier Cluantity Existing Interim
{acre-feet) Renewal Contract
Derta Dvision ConTracTs
City of Tracy
{partial 355|gnment from West Side
trigation District) 14-06-200-4305A-1R12-B 2,500 2212012
City of Tracy
{partial assignment from Banta-Carbona
Irigation Districty T-O7-20-W0045-1R12-8 5000 212812012

As was noted in the BE for this project, the renewal of the City of Tracy's interim contracts # 14-
06-200-4305A-IR12-B and #7-07-20-W0045-IR12-B will be used to support additional urban
growth in the City of Tracy. These contracts were assigned from Banta Carbona Irrigation
District and West Side Irrigation District to the City of Tracy in 2003. Reclamation has
completed compliance under the Act through the Service’s April 15, 2003 biological opinion on
these water contract assignments (Service File No. 03-F-0128). As established in the 2003
biological opinion on the water assignments, the effects of this water delivered to the City of
Tracy, together with the effects of interdependent actions, have been addressed in the Intra-
Service Biological and Conference Opinion on the issuance of an incidental take permit for
implementation of the San Joaquin Multi-Species Conservation Plan (SIMSCP; Service File No.,
00-F-231) pursuant to section 10(a)}(1)(B) of the Act and in accordance with section 7 of the Act
for a period of fifty years. The permit expires in the year 2051. Because the Action Area 1s
located solely within the SIMSCP’s section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental take permit area, effects to
federally listed species associated with the renewal of these two interim contracts to the City of
Tracy is covered by the section 10(a)(1}(B) permit issued to the City of Tracy.

Our concurrence with the NLAA determination concludes consultation for this action.
Therefore, unless new information reveals effects of the proposed action that may affect listed
species in a manner or {0 an extent not considered, no further action pursuant to the

Act is necessary. If you have questions or concerns regarding this action, please contact
Daniel Russell, Thomas Leeman or Joy Winckel at the letterhead address or at (916) 414-6600.
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Figure 1. City of Tracy Contract Service Area Boundary.
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Memorandum

To: Chief, Resources Management Division, U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, South-
Central California Area Office, Fresno, California

From: J36¥ield Supervisor, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Sacramento, Californi /‘[AL

Subject: Consultation on One Delta and Five San Luis Unit Water Service Interim
Renewal Contracts 2012 — 2014 (EA-11-049) for a Two-Year Period from March
1, 2012 through February 28, 2014.

This is in response to the request from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) for
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) dated November 22, 2011, on the
potential effects to listed species from the execution of Interim Renewal Contracts (IRC) for two-
years beginning on March 1, 2012 and ending February 28, 2014, for Westlands Water District
(WD). Your request was received in our office on November 29, 2011. This document
represents the Service’s biological opinion on the effects of the action on the federally-listed as
endangered San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica), California least tern (Sterna
antillarum browni), blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia silus), San Joaquin woolly-threads
(Monolopia congdonii) and the Federally-listed as threatened giant garter snake (Thamnophis
gigas). Critical habitat has not been designated for any of the species considered in this opinion.
This response has been prepared pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act of
1973 (ESA), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and in accordance with the regulations
governing interagency consultations (50 CFR §402).

Introduction

This biological opinion is a reinitiation of the Service’s February 29, 2000 Biological Opinion
(BO) on IRCs (Service File No. 00-F-0056), and our consultations of February 27, 2002
(Service File No., 02-F-0070), February 27, 2004 (Service File No., 04-F-0360), February 28,
2006 (Service File No., 06-F-0070), December 15, 2008 (Service File No. 08-F-0538-1),
December 22, 2009 (Service File No. 08-1-0538-2) and of February 26, 2010 (Service File No.
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08-F-0538-3). This consultation addresses the effects of the proposed renewal of six IRCs in the
San Luis Unit (SLU) and Delta Division of the Central Valley Project (CVP), which are being
established in accordance with Section 3401(c) of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act
(CVPIA) for a maximum period of 2 years. The water delivered for these interim contracts will
be used for agricultural, municipal, and industrial purposes, and will not exceed water allocations
determined by existing CVP operations criteria established in applicable Biological Opinions
from NMFS and Service for the effects of the continued long-term operation of the CVP and
State Water Project (SWP) (OCAP). Interim CVP water contract renewals are consistent with
the tiered implementation of the CVPIA, as described in the Biological Opinion on
Implementation of the CVPIA (Service File No. 98-F-0124).

The Service has considered the amount and the described intended use of the water that contract
number 14-06-200-3365A-IR12-B for the Delta Division 3-way assignment from Mercy Springs
Water District (MSWD) which includes the contractors Pajaro Valley Water management
Agency (PVWMA), Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) and Westlands Water District
Distribution District #1 (DD#1). Based on the on the described information provided by
Reclamation, the Service has determined that contract number 14-06-200-3365A-IR12-B is not
likely to adversely affect federally-listed species.

The Biological Assessment (BA) that Reclamation has provided for the proposed action makes
the determination that the proposed action will adversely affect all the federally-listed species
considered in this BO. The Service has reviewed and considered the conservation measures that
Reclamation has proposed and implemented to minimize adverse effects of continued water
delivery under the IRCs, including the assurance that Reclamation will monitor land use changes
and ongoing activities to ensure project water is not used in a manner that adversely affects
listed, proposed or candidate species (see Conservation Measures from Previous IRC
Consultations). The Service considers the scope of this conservation measure to include the
assurance that project water will not be used in whole or in part to facilitate the conversion of
existing natural habitat to agricultural or other purposes. Based on these conservation measures
and assurances, the Service determines that the proposed action, as described, is not likely to
adversely affect the San Joaquin kit fox, the blunt-nosed leopard lizard, and the San Joaquin
wooly-threads.

Consultation History

In November 2000, the Service issued a Biological Opinion on the Implementation of the Central
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) and Continued Operation and Maintenance of the
Central Valley Project (CVPIA BO) (Service 2000). The CVPIA BO addressed both the overall
operation and maintenance of the CVP and implementation of the CVPIA. Because the CVPIA
BO is a programmatic document, subsequent site-specific evaluations are being prepared to
analyze the effects of implementing specific actions of the CVPIA on listed species, and the
Interim water service contract renewals are an action requiring site-specific evaluation.

Reclamation and the Service also continue to consult on several other large-scale projects within
the San Joaquin Valley and the Delta that may affect listed species. The results of these other
consultations are or will be BOs that stand on their own. These BOs are also listed below.
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Where applicable, the Service file numbers are in parentheses and species addressed in each are
provided for additional information.

April 5, 2000: Reclamation provides a memo to the Service regarding the status of Coordination
with California Department of Pesticide Regulation (CDPR) in a joint effort to provide
endangered species information to pesticide users consistent with conservation measure
2a. of the 2000 Interim Contract Renewal (IRC) Biological Opinion.

December 12, 2000: The Service submits an insufficiency memo to Reclamation regarding
initiation of formal consultation for the long term contract renewal (LTCR) of contracts
in the Delta Mendota Canal (DMC) Unit of the CVP. The memo includes a review of
status and compliance with the IRC Biological Opinion of 2000.

January 30, 2001: Request from Reclamation to the Service initiating formal consultation for
interim CVP water service contracts for the period of February 2001 to February 2002.

February 5, 2001: Reclamation provides to the Service a copy of the Draft Supplemental EA for
the Renewal of Interim Water Service Contracts through February 28, 2002, CVP,
California, and the draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) dated February 2,
2001.

February 28, 2001: Reclamation seeks concurrence (via memo) of the Service that the partial
assignment of the Mercy Springs CVP contract will not adversely affect any listed
species under the jurisdiction of the Service.

February 28, 2001: The Service extends for 1-year until February 28, 2002, the 2000 IRC
Biological Opinion and concurs with Reclamation’s conclusion that the delivery of the
partial assignment of CVP contract water from Mercy Springs WD to the Santa Clara
Valley WD and Westlands WD (Mercy Springs partial assignment) for use of up to 6,260
acre-feet of CVP water for 1 year from March 1, 2001 to February 28, 2002, is not likely
to adversely affect federally listed species.

June 19, 2001: The Service submits a memo to Reclamation regarding concerns over
exceedences of selenium levels in wetland water supply channels in the Grasslands Area,
and how actions that Reclamation undertakes may influence these exceedences. The
memo asked Reclamation to determine if reinitiation of the Interim contract biological
opinion was warranted, and further asked Reclamation take steps to correct these
selenium issues before initiating consultation with the Service on LTCR for the DMC
Unit, or an additional IRC.
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June 27, 2001: Letters to the Service from the Board of Supervisors, County of Santa Clara and
from Board of Directors, Santa Clara Valley WD which includes commitments on the
part of Santa Clara County to participate in the 1) preparation of a multi-species
HCP/NCCP with the goal of completing a final HCP/NCCP and submitting an
application for incidental take permits within 5 years; and, 2) establish an interim process
that will keep conservation and recovery options open for affected species, and to ensure
County compliance with ESA and the California ESA with regard to the issuance of
discretionary permits, excluding agricultural activities, where Federal jurisdiction applies,
during the period prior to approval of the HCP.

October 19, 2001: Memo from Reclamation advising the Service that Reclamation is developing
a proposed action of executing IRCs for a period of 2 years, from 2002 to 2004.

November 19, 2001: Reclamation submits a memo to the Service requesting initiation of
informal consultation with the Service on IRCs for the period from March 1, 2002
through February 29, 2004.

December 18, 2001: The Service receives a memo from Reclamation dated December 14, 2001
providing supplemental information for the IRC consultation.

December 19, 2001: The Service submits a memo to Reclamation requesting additional
information and requesting that Reclamation initiate formal consultation on IRCs.

January 17, 2002: The Service submits a memo responding to Reclamation’s request to initiate
formal consultation, and requesting additional information status of implementation of
conservation measures/terms and conditions of the IRC biological opinion of 2000.

January 31, 2002: Reclamation submits a memo to the Service responding to the Service’s
January 17, 2002 for additional information on IRCs.

February 7, 2002: Reclamation and the Service meet to discuss conservation measures proposed
by the Service to be added to the project description of the IRC biological opinion.

February 20, 2002: Reclamation provides a written response to the Service regarding the
Service’s proposed conservation measures to be added to the project description of the
biological opinion of IRCs.

November 6, 2003: Reclamation requests initiation on 59 IRCs for the period March 1, 2004,
through February 28, 2006.

January 8, 2004: Service receives amended information for interim contractor City of Shasta
Lake dated December 23, 2003.

February 19, 2004: Service receives supplemental information regarding presence of critical
habitat, Natural Diversity Database records, and other baseline information for interim
contractors.
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July 19, 2004: Service receives memo from Reclamation’s Regional Environmental Officer on
consultation parameters related to full contractual entitlement for LTCRs

September 14, 2004: Service receives Reclamation’s submittal of a BA and request for formal
consultation for the LTCR of South Central California Area Office (SCCAQO) Water
contracts for the SLU unit.

November 3, 2004: Reclamation requests formal reinitiation of consultation on OCAP to
address critical habitat issues and effects on delta smelt.

November 24, 2004: Service issues an insufficiency memorandum outlining lack of information
and requesting additional information from SCCAO on SLU LTCR consultation.

February 15, 2005: Biological Opinion (05-F-0055), delta smelt and critical habitat.

May 19 and September 27, 2005: Reclamation provides additional information (and requests
that consultation be initiated in their September 27 memorandum) for SLU LTCR
consultation.

January 12, 2006: Service issues a no jeopardy biological opinion to Reclamation for long term
renewal of CVP water service contracts for El Dorado Irrigation District (Service File
No. 04-F-0489).

January 13, 2006: Reclamation initiates consultation on interim renewal of 18 CVP water
service contracts for the period of March 1, 2006 through February 29, 2008.

January 19, 2006: Service concurs that long term renewal of the CVP water service contract for
San Juan Water District is not likely to adversely affect listed species (Service File
Number 04-1-1821).

February 28, 2006: Service receives supplemental information on each 2006 IRC indicating the
contract’s “purpose of use”, the interim contract’s existing “water shortage reliability”,
and states the year each 2006 interim contract’s “purpose of use” became mixed Ag and

M&I.
July 6, 2006: Reclamation requests that the Service reinitiate consultation on delta smelt.
May 2007: Draft EA, “San Luis Unit Water Service Interim Renewal Contracts— 2008- 2011.”

July 17, 2007: Reclamation requests initiation of formal consultation pursuant to section 7(a) of
the ESA, for the execution of 26-month IRCs.

August 20, 2007: Service responds to request for formal consultation with an insufficiency
memo (07-1-1405), identifying additional information needs.

October 25, 2007: Reclamation responds to information request (via email) with the requested
additional information.
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December 18, 2007: Consultation on the IRCs with Westlands WD, CDFG, and the Cities of
Avenal, Coalinga, and Huron.

December 15, 2008: Formal ESA Consultation on the Proposed Coordinated Operations of the
Central Valley Project (CVP) and State Water Project (SWP) (OCAP Opinion).

December 15, 2008: Reclamation submits a memo to the Service provisionally accepting the
Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) developed by the Service and included in the
Biological Opinion on the effects of the continued long-term operation of the Central
Valley Project (CVP) and State Water Project (SWP) (OCAP Opinion).

December 22, 2008: Consultation on the IRCs in the San Luis WD and Panoche WD.

September 15, 2009: The Service receives a memo from Reclamation requesting ESA
consultation on CVP Interim contracts.

January 8, 2010: Reclamation Releases Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI) “San Luis Unit Water Service Interim Renewal Contacts
2010-2013” and Draft EA and FONSI “Renewal of Cross Valley Interim Water Service
Contracts and Delta/San Felipe Division Contracts through February 29, 2012.”

August 18, 2011: The Service again receives a memo from Reclamation requesting ESA
consultation on CVP Interim contracts.

October 4, 2011: The Service sends a response, requesting information pertaining to the previous
consultation, and requesting further information regarding effects to Federally listed
species for the current consultation request.

November 29, 2011: The Service receives a memo from Reclamation requesting ESA
consultation and a Biological Assessment on CVP Interim contracts.

Relationship of the Proposed Action to Other Reclamation Actions

The relationship of the proposed action to other Reclamation actions was described in the

February 26, 2010, consultation for Interim Renewal of the San Luis Unit water service
contracts.
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BIOLOGICAL OPINION
Preamble

The Service’s consultations on the LTRCs addressed the diversion of water at prescribed
diversion points and times for the use of that water on a specified land area (the contractors’
service area). All IRCs, while identifying a full contract amount, recognize that the delivery of
full contract amount is subject to availability of water and other obligations of the CVP (such as
CVPIA and ESA consultation requirements). In other words, the contracts address a demand
(among other demands) for CVP water and the OCAP consultation addresses how the CVP
projects are operated to meet those demands. There is a clear linkage between contract renewals
and the operation of the CVP. These linkages must, and are being addressed in separate but
parallel individual consultations to ensure that all effects on listed species and designated critical
habitat are being identified and consulted on.

The Service is working with Reclamation’s SCCAO to accumulate the information necessary to
evaluate the effects of LTRCs for the City of Tracy in the DMC Unit and the San Felipe Division
which includes the San Benito County WD and the Santa Clara Valley WD. The Service is also
working with SCCAO to conclude the consultation on the LTRC:s for the eight SLU contractors.

Our approach to water contract consultations is that the environmental baseline represents
environmental conditions/species’ status prior to the renewal of the contract; impacts of future
water deliveries are not part of the environmental baseline. The direct; interrelated and
interdependent actions; indirect effects; and cumulative effects of the action are determined
based on the effects of water deliveries over the Interim contract period, including continuation
of any ongoing actions. In short, we view them as effects from a proposed Federal action that
have not undergone section 7 consultation.

Direct effects — We intend to address the effects of future implementation of Interim contracts,
including the effects of interrelated and interdependent actions, as effects of the Federal action,
not as part of the environmental baseline. The jeopardy analysis will compare the environmental
baseline that exists at the time of the Federal action to the adverse effects of the Federal action
projected into the future, starting at the time the Federal action is taken, including the effects of
interrelated and interdependent actions.

Indirect Effects — Indirect effects are effects caused by or result from the proposed action, will
occur later in time, and are reasonably certain to occur. Indirect effects may also occur outside
of the area directly affected by the action. Indirect effects to listed species or suitable habitat has
likely occurred as a result of the delivery of CVP water to the individual water districts or
municipalities during the life of the existing water delivery contract. Many of these activities
took place prior to implementation of the ESA in 1973 and prior to the listing of the species
listed below and were not subject to the provisions of the ESA. Land use decisions subsequent
to that time have continued to result in adverse effects to the species and suitable habitat and
have not been authorized incidental take under section 9 or 10 of the ESA.
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Description of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action evaluated in this BO is the execution of six interim renewal water service
contracts between Reclamation and the contractors listed in Table 1, for a two-year period from
March 1, 2012, through February 28, 2014. Westlands WD’s main contract (14-06-200-495A-
IR2) is currently on its second interim renewal contract. The Proposed Action would be their
third.

The Proposed Action would continue these existing interim renewal contracts, with only minor
administrative changes to the contract provisions to update the previous interim renewal
contracts for the new contract period. In the event that a new long-term water contract is
executed, that interim renewal contract would then expire.

No changes to the contractors’ service areas or water deliveries are part of the Proposed Action.
Central Valley Project (CVP) water deliveries under the IRCs can only be used within each
designated contract service area (Figure 1). The contract service area for the proposed interim
renewal contracts have not changed from the existing interim renewal contracts. The proposed
interim renewal contract quantities (Table 1) remain the same as in the existing interim renewal
contracts. Water can be delivered under the interim renewal contracts in quantities up to the
contract total, although it is likely that deliveries will be less than the contract total. The terms
and conditions of the 2010 interim renewal contracts analyzed within EA-09-101 and EA-09-126
(Reclamation 2010a and 2010b) are incorporated by reference into the Proposed Action.

The six interim water service contracts contain provisions that allow for adjustments resulting
from court decisions, new laws, and from changes in regulatory requirements imposed through
re-consultations. Accordingly, to the extent that additional restrictions are imposed on CVP
operations to protect threatened or endangered species, those restrictions would be implemented
in the administration of the six interim water service contracts considered in this BO. As a result,
by their express terms the interim renewal contracts analyzed herein would conform to any
applicable requirements lawfully imposed under the Federal ESA or other applicable
environmental laws.

Westlands Water District

Westlands WD’s permanent distribution system consists of 1,034 miles of closed, buried pipeline
that conveys CVP water from the San Luis and Coalinga Canals and 7.4 miles of unlined canal
that conveys CVP water from the Mendota Pool. The area served by the system encompasses
about 88 percent of the irrigable land in the district, including all land lying east of the San Luis
Canal. The district also operates and maintains the 12-mile long, concrete-lined Coalinga Canal,
the Pleasant Valley Pumping Plant, and the laterals that supply CVP water to Coalinga and
Huron. Westlands WD provides water via gravity water service and pumping from the San Luis
Canal depending on location.
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Table 1 Contracts, Contract Entitlements and Purpose of Use

Contractor Contract number Entiﬁeol?'ltéz?: AF) Purﬂgsee of
DeLTa DivisioN
PYMWA, Westlands WD DD#1, SCVWD
(3-way assignment from MSWD) 14-06-200-3365A-IR12-B 6,260 Ag or Ma&l
SAaN Luis Unit
Westlands Water District 14-06-200-495A-IR2 1,150,000 Ag or ME&I
Westlands Water District DD#1
(full assignment from Centinella Water
Disfrict) 7-07-20-W0055-IR12-B 2,500 Ag or ME&I
Westlands Water District DD #1
(full assignment from Widren Water District) 14-06-200-8018-IR12-B 29580 Ag or M&!
Westlands Water District DD #1
(full assignment from Broadview Water
Disfrict) 14-06-200-8092-1R12 27,000 Ag or ME&l
Westlands Water District DD #2
(partial assignment from MSWD) 14-06-200-3365A-IR12-C 41598 Ag or ME&I

On June 5, 1963, Westlands WD entered into a long-term contract (Contract 14-06-200-495-A)
with Reclamation for 1,008,000 acre-feet of CVP supply from the San Luis Canal, Coalinga
Canal, and Mendota Pool. In a stipulated agreement dated September 14, 1981, the contractual
entitlement to CVP water was increased to 1.15 million acre-feet. The long-term contract
expired on December 31, 2007. The first deliveries of CVP water from the San Luis Canal to
Westlands WD began in 1968.

In 1999, Reclamation stated that the estimated average long-term supply for Westlands WD was
70 percent of its water supply contract, or about 805,000 acre-feet per year. Prior to 1990, its
average CVP water supply, including interim CVP water when it was available, was about
1,250,000 acre-feet per year, and associated groundwater pumping in the district averaged about
150,000 acre-feet per year. The needs analysis completed by Reclamation in July 2000
estimated that the unmet demand in Westlands WD for 2025 would be about 74,287 acre-feet per
year.

As noted above, in addition to the CVP supply, groundwater is available to some of the lands
within Westlands WD. The safe yield of the aquifer underlying Westlands WD is about 200,000
acre-feet (Westlands WD 2009). Westlands WD supplies groundwater to some district farmers
and owns some groundwater wells, with the remaining wells privately owned by water users in
Westlands WD. Other water supply sources available to the district for purchase include
floodwater diverted from the Mendota Pool in periods of high runoff.

Effects of contract water deliveries under the subject contracts within the Westlands WD have
been addressed in 2000, 2002, and 2004 BOs issued by the Service on interim renewal of CVP
contracts. No new species have been listed, or critical habitat designated, within this water
district since the 2004 BO.
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

SCVWD includes all of Santa Clara County. The CVP place of use, however, does not include
the entire county. Although water is commingled, CVP water can only be applied in the CVP
place of use and the SCVWD must show they have needs for the water within the CVP place of
use (N. Gruenhagen, Reclamation, pers. comm. 2006). As a result, analyses in the BA are based
on use of water within the CVP place of use within SCVWD.

Included in the 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010, and this interim renewal is the delivery of water
from the partial assignment of Mercy Springs WD in the DMC Unit to Westlands WD
Distribution District #1 (DD#1), and SCVWD. Mercy Springs WD assigned 6,260 acre-feet of
its CVP Contract to the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency, Westlands WD DD #1, and
the SCVWD in 1999. In conjunction with this Partial Assignment, Pajaro Valley Water
Management Agency, SCVWD and Westlands WD DD #1 executed the “Agreement Relating to
Partial Assignment of Water Service Contract” (Related Agreement).

Generally, the Related Agreement allows SCVWD and Westlands WD DD#1 to take delivery of
the water on an interim basis unless and until the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency is
eventually ready to take delivery of the CVP water for beneficial use in its service area. Pajaro
Valley Water Management Agency could begin to take delivery in year 10 of the contract
(2009), but for purposes of this project description, Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency is
assumed to take water after year 20 of the assignment. According to the contract, ...”during the
first Ten (10) years following the effective date of this Agreement, the total quantity of the water
delivered to Santa Clara shall not exceed Twenty-five (25) percent of the total Subject Water
Supply provided by Reclamation during said Ten (10) year period,...” No water was delivered to
SCVWD under this contract in water year 2004 or 2005.

The proposed action does not include an analysis of the construction of a conveyance structure or
effects of the delivery of CVP water to Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency’s service area.
The Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency currently has no infrastructure to divert and
convey CVP water to its water service area, and will not have that capability at any time during
the 2-year interim period. As a result, Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency will not be
further addressed in this BO.

The County of Santa Clara; Valley Transportation Authority, SCVWD, and the cities of San
Jose, Morgan Hill, and Gilroy (Local Partners) are developing the Santa Clara Valley Habitat
Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (SCVHP). A second Administrative
Draft was completed in June 2009, and a public review draft was released in late 2010. The
Local Partners hope to obtain both ESA and NCCP permits in 2012. Due to both funding and
scheduling issues, the SCVWD, with concurrence from the original HCP/NCCP Local Partners,
agreed in February 2010 to remove fish (Oncorhynchus mykiss, Oncorhynchus tschawytscha,
and Lampetra tridentata) from the proposed covered species list. The SCVWD Board is
currently negotiating reduction in its cost share of the SCVHP, as a result of this decision. The
SCVHP includes most of the District PMP (see Relationship of the Proposed Action to Other
Reclamation Actions).

Although fish have been removed from the covered species list of the SCVHP, the SCVWD
plans to continue its concurrent efforts on a separate but related HCP, referred to as the 3 Creeks
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HCP (3C HCP). The 3C HCP study area greatly overlaps with the SCVHP proposed permit
area, however, it includes the Stevens Creek Watershed, which is not covered under the SCVHP.
The 3C HCP is the sole endeavor of the SCVWD, in response to a Draft Settlement Agreement
regarding its water rights on Coyote, Guadalupe, and Steven's Creeks.

The purpose of the proposed action is to execute one Delta Division and five San Luis Unit
interim renewal contracts beginning March 1, 2012, ending February 28, 2014, for WWD as
required by, and to further implement CVPIA Section 3404(c). Execution of these six interim
renewal contracts will provide the contractual relationship for the continued delivery of CVP
water to the contractor pending execution of the long-term renewal contracts.

Interim renewal contracts are needed to provide the mechanism for the continued beneficial use
of the water developed and managed by the CVP and for the continued reimbursement to the
federal government for costs related to the construction and operation of the CVP by the five
contractors. Additionally, CVP water is essential to continue agricultural production and
municipal viability for these contractors.
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Figure 1 Overview of the Proposed Action Area.
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Conservation Measures from Previous IRC Consultations

As described in previous IRC consultations, Reclamation developed and implemented a short-
term conservation program for IRC Service Areas. The proposed action includes a commitment
to develop and implement a long-term program to address the overall effects of the continued
operation of the CVP on listed, proposed, and candidate species, and a short-term program to
minimize the adverse effects on these species in any areas affected by CVP water deliveries,
other than those effects addressed here.

The short-term program to minimize adverse effects of continued water delivery under the IRCs
included the following measures:

1(a) Notify districts regarding ESA requirements (Completed);

1(b) Develop information on distribution and habitat of listed, proposed and candidate
species (Ongoing);
1(c) Map and distribute information in 1(b) above (Ongoing);

1(d) Monitor land use changes and ongoing activities to ensure project water is not used in a
manner that adversely affects listed, proposed or candidate species. Coordinate with the
Service on any activities adversely affecting these sensitive species (Ongoing);

2(a) Work with the Service, CDPR and others to develop guidelines and information
assessing the effects of pesticides on listed, proposed and candidate species
(Completed);

2(b) Develop and distribute guidance on construction and maintenance activities
(Completed);

2(c) Review District water conservation plans. (Completed);

2(d) Amend criteria for water conservation plans (Completed);

3(a) Identify lands critical to listed and proposed species (Ongoing);

3(b) Identify land and water use activities critically impacting listed and proposed species
(Ongoing);

3(c) Develop and implement critical need plan (Ongoing);

4 Develop a long-term program to address overall effects of the CVP and
Implementation of the CVPIA (Ongoing).

For purposes of this BO, the following assumptions are made:
A. Execution of each interim renewal contract is considered to be a separate action;

B. A two year interim renewal period is considered in the analysis, though contracts may
be renewed for a shorter period.

C. The contracts would be renewed with existing contract quantities as reflected in Table
1;

D. Reclamation would continue to comply with commitments made or requirements
imposed by applicable environmental documents, such as existing BOs, including any
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obligations imposed on Reclamation resulting from re-consultations. Reclamation
commits to the continued implementation of the conservation actions that were
included in the programmatic consultation on the implementation of the CVPIA and
Continued O&M of the CVP (98-F-0124, November 21, 2000); and

E. Reclamation would implement its obligations resulting from Court Orders issued in
actions challenging applicable Biological Opinions that take effect during the interim
renewal period.

In addition, Article 3(b) of the existing Interim renewal contracts includes mutual and dependent
covenants mutually agreed upon by the parties, related to Water to be Made Available and
Delivered to the Contractor as follows, “The Contractor shall utilize the Project Water made
available to it pursuant to this interim renewal contract in accordance with all applicable
requirements of any Biological Opinion addressing the execution of this interim renewal contract
developed pursuant to section 7 of the ESA of 1973 as amended, and in accordance with
environmental documentation as may be required for specific activities, including conversion of
Irrigation Water to M&I Water.” Part of the Service and Reclamation strategy to ensure
compliance with the ESA includes a commitment for Reclamation to “provide necessary
information to the Service’s SFWO Endangered Species Division in situations where a
determination of no affect [sic] has been made, sufficiently in advance, to enable the Service’s
review. Reclamation actions subject to this requirement include conversion of Irrigation Water
to M&I water (CVPIA programmatic biological opinion, p. 2-70, Service File no. 1-1-98-F-
0124).

Water will be delivered to the interim water service contractors in quantities up to the contract
totals. These 2012 interim renewal contract quantities remain the same as in the existing water
service contracts.

No changes to district boundaries are part of the proposed action. Reclamation will consult with
or notify the Service (as appropriate) on future inclusions and exclusions to any interim renewal
contract service-area boundaries to determine if any inclusions or annexations affect listed
species.

No water transfers are part of the proposed action. Appropriate environmental compliance and
section 7 consultations will be completed for any other requests from interim contractors for
Reclamation approval of CVP water transfers.

Warren Act contracts for conveyance of non-federal water using federal facilities are not part of
the proposed action. The Mendota Pool Pumpers Exchange Agreement and other non-Central
Valley Project Waters that are pumped into the Mendota Pool are also not part of the proposed
action.

Potential impacts arising from future assignments of water are also not included in the proposed
action. They are separate independent actions and require their own NEPA and ESA
compliance.
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Changes to the existing Operations and Criteria and Plan (OCAP) were addressed in our
February 15, 2005 biological opinion (Service File No. 1-1-05-F-0055) and are discussed below
in the Environmental Baseline. Consultation on OCAP was reinitiated on July 6, 2006, as a
result of the listing of the distinct population segment of the North American green sturgeon by
National Marine Fisheries Service.

Key Assumptions

Because of the complex history as well as the complex present environmental and regulatory
context of IRCs, and because this action is related to a number of other Reclamation actions, the
Service has had to make a number of assumptions about likely future events and context of the
interim renewal action. While not exhaustive, the following list of key assumptions has been
central to our effects analysis and no jeopardy findings. As such, the failing of any key
assumption should be considered reason for reinitiating consultation IRCs. The Service assumes
the following:

Reclamation will continue to adhere to the conservation measures from previous IRC
consultations, specifically to ensure that project water is not used in a manner that adversely
affects listed, proposed or candidate species. The Service considers the scope of this
conservation measure to include the assurance that project water will not be used in whole or in
part to facilitate the conversion of existing natural habitat to agricultural or other purposes and
this determination is essential to the conclusions made within regarding the overall effects
of the proposed action. If this fundamental assumption is violated, or is not valid, then
the effects analysis and conclusion of this BO will need to be reviewed, prompting
reinitiation of this BO.

The County of Santa Clara; Valley Transportation Authority, Santa Clara Valley WD, and the
cities of San Jose, Morgan Hill, and Gilroy (Local Partners) are developing the Santa Clara
Valley Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (SCVHP)

(http://www .scv-habitatplan.org/www/default.aspx). A second Administrative Draft was
completed in June 2009, and a public review draft is anticipated in September 2010. The Local
Partners hope to obtain both ESA and NCCP permits by early 2011. Due to both funding and
scheduling issues, the Santa Clara Valley WD, with concurrence from the original HCP/NCCP
Local Partners, agreed in February 2010 to removed fish (Oncorhynchus mykiss, Oncorhynchus
tschawytscha, and Lampetra tridentata) from the proposed covered species list. The Santa Clara
Valley WD Board is currently negotiating reduction in its cost share of the SCVHP, as a result of
this decision.

Although fish have been removed from the covered species list of the SCVHP, the Santa Clara
WD plans to continue its concurrent efforts on a separate but related HCP, referred to as the 3
Creeks HCP (3C HCP). The 3C HCP study area greatly overlaps with the SCVHP proposed
permit area, however, it includes the Stevens Creek Watershed, which is not covered under the
SCVHP. The 3C HCP is the sole endeavor of the Santa Clara WD, in response to a Draft
Settlement Agreement regarding its water rights on Coyote, Guadalupe, and Steven's Creeks.
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Reclamation will continue to implement in a timely manner relevant environmental
commitments, conservation measures, and terms and conditions from other biological opinions
as appropriate. These commitments include implementation of the CVPIA and Continued O&M
of the CVP (November 21, 2000, Service File No., 98-F-0124), the Friant LTRCs (Service File
No., 01-F-0027) and the Grassland Bypass Project (Service File No., 09-F-1036). Other CVP-
related, non-CVPIA actions benefiting fish, wildlife, and associated habitats and related to
effects of IRCs will continue, with at least current funding levels, including:

a. the Central Valley Habitat Monitoring Program’s Comprehensive Mapping;

b. implementation of the Central Valley Habitat Monitoring Program’s Land Use
Monitoring and Reporting;

c. CVP Conservation Program and CVPIA B(1)(other) Habitat Restoration Program.

We assume the proposed action will be implemented as described in the Description of the
Proposed Action section, above, and any documentation referenced in that section, such as
appendices or attached documents.

We assume Reclamation will consult on actions interrelated with this consultation, including but
not limited to operations and maintenance, exchanges, assignments, transfers, conveyance, and
management of flood waters (215 water, etc.), and other actions described in the Introduction as
being under simultaneous consultation with this action, including requesting concurrence for any
determination that an action is not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat.
Reclamation has completed consultation on operations and maintenance of Reclamation water
conveyance facilities as described in the Environmental Baseline.

The analysis for this opinion is based on the assumption that CVP water contract amounts and
deliveries will remain consistent with those provided and analyzed in the Final PEIS for CVPIA
and the 2008 OCAP biological opinion. We assume Reclamation will initiate consultation under
section 7 of the ESA on any infrastructure modifications or other actions which result in
modification of the current delivery regime.

Analytical Framework for the Jeopardy Analysis

In accordance with policy and regulation, the jeopardy analyses in this Biological Opinion rely
on four components: (1) the Status of the Species, which evaluates the species' range-wide
condition, the factors responsible for that condition, and its survival and recovery needs; (2) the
Environmental Baseline, which evaluates the condition of the species in the action area, the
factors responsible for that condition, and the relationship of the action area to the survival and
recovery of the species; (3) the Effects of the Action, which determines the direct and indirect
impacts of the proposed Federal action and the effects of any interrelated or interdependent
activities on the species; and (4) Cumulative Effects, which evaluates the effects of future, non-
Federal activities in the action area on the giant garter snake, San Joaquin kit fox, blunt-nosed
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leopard lizard, California least tern, and San Joaquin woolly-threads.

In accordance with policy and regulation, the jeopardy determination is made by evaluating the
effects of the proposed Federal action in the context of the species' current status, taking into
account any cumulative effects, to determine if implementation of the proposed action is likely to
cause an appreciable reduction in the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of the species
in the wild.

The jeopardy analysis in this Biological Opinion places an emphasis on consideration of the
range-wide survival and recovery needs of the giant garter snake, San Joaquin kit fox, blunt-
nosed leopard lizard, and California least tern and the role of the action area in the survival and
recovery of these species as the context for evaluating the significance of the effects on the
proposed Federal action, taken together with cumulative effects, for purposes of making the
jeopardy determination.

Action Area

The action area includes all areas to be directly or indirectly affected by the Federal action and
not merely the immediate areas involved in the Proposed Action [50 C.F.R. §402.02 and
402.14(h)(2)]. The action area for this Proposed Action falls mainly within portions of western
Fresno and Kings Counties and a portion of Santa Clara County (see Figure 1).

The action area primarily consists of lands within the boundary of the CVP’s SLU and San
Felipe Division. The action area also includes the Sacramento — San Joaquin Delta (Delta) as the
source for the water delivered to meet these CVP contracts, and the canals and waterways that
return the agricultural runoff and subsurface drainage flows from agricultural lands within and
down slope of the SLU back to the San Joaquin River. For this reason, the action area includes
the San Joaquin River to the estuary for aquatic species. The estuary was selected for aquatic
species, as there is some evidence that contaminant loading may be detectable and significant to
that point. The effect of water exports from the Delta on protected species are addressed
separately (see Coordinated Long-Term Operation of the CVP and SWP in the Relationship
of the Proposed Action to Other Reclamation Actions section).

Specifically, the action area includes the CVP Service Areas of the SLU contractors and
SCVWD. The Westlands WD boundary covers 605,422 acres of which 595,884 acres are within
the CVP Place of Use Boundary (permitted to receive CVP water). In 2006, Westlands WD
purchased 9,100 acres of lands previously owned by Broadview WD and these lands are now
considered part of Westlands WD (Reclamation 2009). Santa Clara Valley Water District, which
is within the San Felipe Division of the CVP, encompasses the entire Santa Clara County;
however, the permitted place of use for the CVP water is considerably smaller.

Status of the Species

California Least Tern
See most recent 5-year review, September 2006

Giant Garter Snake
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See most recent 5-year review, September 2006
Environmental Baseline

As defined at 50 CFR 402.2, the environmental baseline includes the past and present impacts of
all Federal, State, or private actions and other human activities in the Action Area, the
anticipated impacts of all proposed Federal projects in the Action Area that have already
undergone formal or early section 7 consultation, and the impact of State or private actions
which are contemporaneous with the consultation in process.

This section provides updates to baseline information relevant to the listed species
considered in this consultation. More detailed information regarding species
distribution, biology and conservation needs can be found in the Recovery Plan for
Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley, California (USFWS 1998a); Recovery Plan
for Serpentine Soil Species of the San Francisco Bay Area (USFWS 1998b); Final and
the Draft Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon
(USFWS 2004); and the Service's 5-Year Reviews for San Joaquin kit fox (USFWS
2010a); blunt-nosed leopard lizard (USFWS 2007c); and giant garter snake (USFWS
2006).

The environmental baseline for a portion of the action area considered in this BO, the
surface waters in the Grasslands and San Joaquin River, was recently updated in the
Grassland Bypass Project BO for 2010 — 2019 (GBP Opinion) (Service File No. 09-F-
1036), and is incorporated here by reference. Further, the environmental baseline for
the San Joaquin kit fox and the giant garter snake were updated in the GBP Opinion,
and as the action area for this IRC consultation is consistent with the action area for the
GBP BO, these species’ baselines are incorporated here by reference as well. The
environmental baseline for California least tern in the SLDFR Opinion (Service File No.
06-F-0027) is incorporated in part by reference. In addition, it has been determined by
the Service that there is suitable habitat for California least terns in the action area as
supported by direct observations of least terns foraging at the sewage ponds at Lemore
NAS in 1997 and 1998. While currently, no least tern nesting has been documented
within the project area, the action area contains habitat suitable for foraging, resting,
movement, and other essential behaviors. Therefore, the Service believes that the
California least tern is reasonably certain to occur within the action area because of
records of the animal within dispersal distance of the action area and the biology and
ecology of the species.

A summary of Reclamation actions in this BO action area was compiled in the 2006 BO
on IRC’s (Service File No. 06-F-0070) and is also incorporated here by reference. The
environmental baseline includes the ESA consultations completed for the renewal of
other long-term water contracts including the DMC Unit (Service File No. 04-1- 0707),
Friant and Cross Valley Division (01-F-0027), and consultations related to the operation
and maintenance activities for Reclamation’s South Central California Area Office
(Service File No. 04-F-0368). Other unrelated Federal actions affecting the species or
their critical habitat that have completed consultation are also included as part of the
baseline.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 19

The baseline condition for interim contract renewal assumes that any drainage service
provided to the SLU be consistent with the project description and assumptions in the
SLDFR BO. Any drainage management implemented in a manner not considered in the
SLDFR BO will need to undergo separate section 7 consultation.

Land use patterns within the SLU

The BA for LTRC for the SLU (USBR 2004), Reclamation estimated that about 14
percent of the SLU’s land area remained undeveloped. Approximately 71 percent of
undeveloped lands were in the hills surrounding the Pleasant Valley near the City of
Coalinga and the Kettleman Hills near the City of Avenal. The remaining 29 percent
was in the northern portion of the SLU near Santa Nella and various small parcels
throughout the SLU. Approximately 75 to 81 percent of the SLU was estimated to be
irrigated farmland, 2.5 percent to be in oil production, and 1.5 percent to be in urban
areas, farmsteads, and transportation and conveyance facilities (CDWR 2004, USBR
2004).

The SLU BA estimated that in 2004, about one half of the SLU’s irrigated farmland was
used for the production of cotton (35 percent) and tomatoes (16 percent). About 11
percent was used for orchards and vineyards, half of which is used for the production of
almonds. The remaining farmland was used for a variety of crops, such as alfalfa,
asparagus, wheat, melons, corn, grain, and various pasture crops (CDWR 2004; USBR
2004).

Since the 2004 BA for SLU long term contract renewals, there has been a trend toward
an increasing proportion of Westlands WD planted in permanent crops (orchards and
vineyards) (Phillips 2006b; Westlands Water District 2004-2009), particularly on the
western, non-drainage impaired portion of the district (Phillips 2006b). Phillips (2006)
estimated that acreage of permanent crops in the Fresno County portion of the SLU has
increased nearly eightfold between 1977 and 2000 and nearly fourfold between 1994
and 2000. Most of these permanent crops were planted in the western third of
Westlands WD. Annual crop reports from Westlands WD from 2005 — 2009 (available
at: www.westlandswater.org) indicate that permanent crop acreage has continued to
increase since 2005. Further, although there was a slight decrease in producing nut-
bearing trees in 2009, the overall acreage of permanent crops in Westlands WD
increased. In 2007 Cypher et al. estimated that there were approximately 5,559 acres of
suitable habitat and 20,543 acres of moderately suitable sub-optimal habitat currently
available for San Joaquin kit fox in the SLDFRE study area. Most of the suitable and
most of the sub-optimal San Joaquin kit fox habitats identified in 2007 remained
between the western boundary of Westlands WD and Interstate 5. The kit fox is the
only listed species addressed in this biological opinion that may at times utilize crop
lands to any extent.

Municipal and industrial activities in each of the communities that utilize the contract water have
resulted in destruction, modification, or degradation of habitat used by San Joaquin kit fox,
blunt-nosed leopard lizard, California jewel flower, and San Joaquin woolly-threads (SWRCB
1999). Many, but not all of these activities took place prior to implementation of the ESA in
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1973 and prior to the listing of the species considered in this BO, and were not subject to the
provisions of the ESA. Reclamation (Reclamation 2004a) identified approximately 34,860 acres
of urban or industrial land uses including transportation corridors, industrial areas, farmsteads
and urban/residential areas in the SLU. The largest block of this total (25,290 acres) is the
industrial transportation category, which includes the I-5 corridor and other roadways and
individual farmsteads.

There are at least two evaporation basins in the vicinity of Westlands WD that receive at least
some drainage originating from Westlands WD (Stone Land Company and Westlake Farms
North).

There is a third site at Lemoore NAS that disposes of at least some drainage water originating
from Westlands WD with sewage water in an evaporation basin. In addition, one evaporation
basin in or near Westlands WD was converted to an integrated on-farm drainage management
system that utilizes salt tolerant crops to evaporate and dispose of drainage water from lands in
Westlands (Britz) (Reclamation, 2011).

Least terns are piscivorous, which places them at risk from waterborne contaminants that can
enter the food web and bioaccumulate in their prey. Evaporation basins and groundwater
accretions in the San Luis Drain can create artificial aquatic ecosystems, in which some
semblance of an aquatic food web can develop in the selenium-contaminated drainwater.
Depending on the salinity of the water, these drainage holding features may support a variety of
aquatic micro- and macro-invertebrates, as well as some species of salinity tolerant fish. As the
section of the San Luis Drain in Westlands WD and evaporation basins in the District are
generally not connected in any way to natural aquatic systems, any fish present in these ponds
are either intentionally or accidentally introduced. Due to the highly bioaccumulative nature of
selenium and the preternaturally high selenium concentrations found in subsurface agricultural
drainwater in Westlands WD, any aquatic organisms living in these ponds or the San Luis Drain
are likely to develop high selenium body burdens. Similarly, any higher trophic level species
that feeds on these drainwater-impacted aquatic organisms is also likely to develop high body
burdens, with the consequent risk for adverse effects of selenium toxicity.

The San Luis Drain is approximately 85 miles long. Of that, 28 miles are used by the GBP to
convey drainage to Mud Slough North. Approximately 55 miles of the Drain is within Westlands
WD and is no longer actively used to convey drainage water. However, this unused portion of
the Drain may contain standing water. The source of this water is shallow contaminated
groundwater which enters the Drain by means of one way valves that were installed in the Drain
to prevent groundwater pressure from compromising the integrity of the canal. The Drain is not
fenced, and could be accessible to mosquito abatement district's efforts to plant mosquito fish.
The USGS (Presser and Luoma, 2006, Appendix E) quantified the amount of sediment in the full
85 miles of the San Luis Drain as 177,900 cubic yards ranging from 5 to 190 ppm dry weight,
with selenium concentrations in water from the Drain in Westlands ranging from 330-430 ppb
(from Presser and Barnes 1985). It is unknown what wildlife use the San Luis Drain, or if the
Drain is used by federally listed species such as the California least tern. However, the potential
is very high for selenium to bioaccumulate in the food chain organisms residing in the Drain.
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Effects of the Action
Effects Overview

This section includes a general overview of the effects to listed species or their habitats that are
related to the use of the CVP water supply in the service areas under the proposed 24-month
IRCs. It is assumed that all conservation measures and environmental commitments described in
the Project Description of this BO will be implemented in the manner and schedule described
previously in this document. We anticipate that effects will be similar in scope and significance
as those analyzed in our recent evaluations of the previous IRCs (Service file nos. 08-F-0538,
06-F-0070, 04-F-0360, 02-F-0070, and 00-F-0056), Grassland Bypass Project (09- 1036) and in
the programmatic biological opinion on implementation of the CVPIA (Service file no. 98-F-
0124). Impacts associated with implementation of drainage service for the SLU (including
Westlands WD) were considered in the biological opinion on SLDFR (Service file no. 06-F-
0027). Any changes to drainage service not considered in the SLDFR Opinion will require
separate section 7 consultation.

Conservation measures

Essential to the findings below are Reclamation’s past and continuing conservation efforts to
recover listed species through the Central Valley Improvement Act (b)(1)(other) and Central
Valley Project Conservation Program. These programs have provided funding for habitat
acquisition and management, surveys, and research that have contributed to the recovery of
numerous listed species that have been adversely affected by the Central Valley Project.

Direct Effects

There will be no direct effects to listed species associated with the proposed execution of the
interim contracts considered in this BO for the 24 month period beginning March 1, 2012,
through February 28, 2014. O&M of CVP water conveyance facilities, which can be considered
interdependent actions, were analyzed under separate consultations as described in the non-
jeopardy biological opinions (see Environmental Baseline).

The proposed Federal action will continue deliveries of water to Westlands WD, as well as the
portion of the Mercy Springs three-way assignment allocated to Santa Clara Valley WD. No
construction of new facilities, installation of new structures, or modification of existing facilities
is required or planned. Delivery of Federal water to these six contractors, and from the
contractors to the individual water users, will maintain the patterns of land use described above
in the Environmental Baseline. Execution of the IRC’s is the action that allows for the delivery
of the Federal CVP water, and thus any effects anticipated would be indirect, rather than direct.

Indirect Effects
Indirect effects are effects caused by or result from the proposed action, will occur later in time,

are reasonably certain to occur, and would not occur “but for” the project. The indirect effects of
executing the IRCs are explained below.
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Conversions of native habitat to agricultural use may occur as a result of, or related to Federal
water deliveries. The use of CVP water in the past destroyed, modified, fragmented, or degraded
habitat for the species addressed in this BO (see Status of the Species and Environmental
Baseline). The conservation measures from previous IRC consultations, specifically to ensure
that project water is not used in whole or in part to facilitate the conversion of existing natural
habitat to agricultural or other purposes should preclude the conversion of existing natural
habitat.

Subsurface Drainage Disposal

As described in the Environmental Baseline, there are potentially three evaporation basins in
the vicinity of Westlands WD that receive at least some drainage originating from Westlands
WD. In addition, portions of the San Luis Drain in Westlands WD contain standing water
originating from the adjacent shallow groundwater aquifer. Information regarding water quality
and food-chain contamination at these evaporation basins or from the San Luis Drain was not
made available by Reclamation for this consultation. Therefore, in the absence of data, it is
presumed that selenium contamination and adverse effects are likely to occur to a small number
of least terns foraging at drainage evaporation ponds receiving at least some drainage water from
Westlands WD or from the San Luis Drain. Drainage disposal may adversely affect the
California least tern during the two-year duration of the Proposed Action (as addressed in the
previous IRCs BO).

Shallow Contaminated Groundwater in Westlands WD

Giant garter snakes in the Grasslands may be subject to harm as a result of contamination from
subsurface movement of shallow groundwater originating in Westlands. Although Westlands
WD does not discharge subsurface drainage directly to surface water channels or the San Joaquin
River, several recent Reclamation NEPA documents (i.e., San Luis Drainage Feature Re-
evaluation Final Environmental Impact Statement [SLDFR FEIS], Reclamation 2006a; Draft
Supplemental EIS SLU Long Term Contract Renewals [SLU DSEIS], Reclamation 2006b;
Broadview Water Contract Assignment Project Draft EA [Broadview DEA], Reclamation
2004b) have documented there is a hydraulic connection of shallow groundwater contamination
originating in Westlands to lands downslope of Westlands that do discharge to surface waters.

The SLDFR FEIS included a regional groundwater flow model for the SLDFR project area
(includes agricultural lands in the SLU, Delta Mendota Canal Unit, and San Joaquin Exchange
Contractors service areas) developed by Hydrofocus Inc. The SLDFR FEIS noted on page 6-26
that, "Using the groundwater-flow model results, horizontal groundwater velocities were
estimated at about 500 feet/year in the upper 50 feet of the saturated zone for the 1-foot/year
seepage rate. Therefore, in 44 years groundwater with high salinity and constituent
concentrations could travel about 20,000 feet downgradient from the evaporation basins.
Results suggested significant water level increases could affect crop root zone salinity within
3,500 feet of the evaporation basins..." The SLU DSEIS found that, “The Westlands Subarea
has no drainage discharge to the receiving waters of the State, therefore it is not directly affected
by the current salinity and boron TMDL which limits discharge into the San Joaquin River.
However, these actions have an indirect impact on the hydrology of the Basin owing to regional
groundwater flow from Westlands into the Grasslands subarea...” Further, the Broadview DEA
(Reclamation 2004b) noted on page 4-2 that, "...the Proposed Action would reduce the quantity
of drainage water currently being discharged from the BWD [Broadview WD] to the San
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Joaquin River by approximately 2,600 acre-feet or 70 percent of water per year (Summers
Engineering, 2003). More specifically, by fallowing the BWD lands and not applying CVP water
for irrigation, the estimated reduction in drain water discharge from existing conditions
(approximately 3,700 acre feet per year [afy]), will be reduced by approximately 1,100 afy. Most
of these resulting flows are likely attributable to sub-surface flows originating from up-gradient
locations to the south and west..." and on page 4-12 that, "Although irrigated agriculture would
be discontinued within the BWD, under-land flow of groundwater from up-gradient locations
would still contribute to drain water within BWD drainage canals." In other words, the
Broadview DEA estimated that about a third of the subsurface drainage below Broadview WD
originated outside and upslope of district boundaries via lateral flow from agricultural lands in
the south and west (i.e., Westlands WD).

The SWRCB in their Water Rights Decision 1641 (SWRCB 2000) identified lands within the
San Luis Unit contributes to drainage water contamination to the San Joaquin River, “...the
SWRCB finds that the actions of the CVP are the principal cause of the salinity concentrations
exceeding the objectives at Vernalis. The salinity problem at Vernalis is the result of saline
discharges to the river, principally from irrigated agriculture, combined with low flows in the
river due to upstream development. The source of much of the saline discharge to the San
Joaquin River is from lands on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley which are irrigated with
water provided from the Delta by the CVP, primarily through the Delta-Mendota Canal and the
San Luis Unit.” Oppenheimer and Groeber (2004) in a draft staff report for the Amendments to
the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins for the
Control of Salt and Boron Discharges into the Lower San Joaquin River, noted the following
with respect to Westlands WD effects to San Joaquin River water quality: “The Grassland
Subarea contains some of most salt-affected lands in the LSJR watershed. This subarea is also
the largest contributor of salt to the LSJIR (approximately 37% of the LSJR’s mean annual salt
load). Previous studies indicate that shallow groundwater in the LSJR watershed is of the
poorest quality (highest salinity) in the Grassland Subarea (SJVDP, 1990). The Grassland
Subarea drains approximately 1,370 square miles on the west side of the LSJR in portions of
Merced, Stanislaus, and Fresno Counties. This subarea includes the Mud Slough, Salt Slough,
and Los Banos Creek watersheds. The eastern boundary of this subarea is generally formed by
the LSJR between the Merced River confluence and the Mendota Dam. The Grassland Subarea
extends across the LSJR, into the east side of the San Joaquin Valley, to include the lands within
the Columbia Canal Company [and including the Northern Portion of Westlands Water
District].”

In addition, Deverel, in written testimony for the SWRCB Bay-Delta Water Rights Hearing, in
1998 described the effect of the shallow drainage problem upslope of the Firebaugh Canal WD
and Central California Irrigation District (primarily in Westlands) on drainage conditions within
these districts (Deverel 1998). Relevant excerpts are provided below:

“I have also been asked if I could quantify the load of salinity and selenium that enters
along this boundary by downslope migration compared to the drainage load leaving
Firebaugh Canal Water District as an example. Downslope migration does not explain
all of the load but a part of it is from this shallow downslope flow, in the range of 20 to
40%...”
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“...Elevations of groundwater in saturated areas in upslope areas are higher th elevation
in lower areas. Although a particular particle of Water will take many years to migrate,
in saturated soils pressure is very quickly transmitted to areas of lesser pressure. That is
what is happening here. Pressure transmitted from high areas to low areas as an
example will cause poor quality Water to show up in surface drain and be counted as
load. A particle of poor quality Water may have originated from farming the downslope
areas or migrated in the shallow geological features from farming the downslope areas
or migrated in the shallow geological features from upslope, but the pressure causes it to
rise into the tile drainage and surface drain and flow out.”

“Pumping decreased substantially during the 1950’s and 1960’s as surface water was
delivered and groundwater water levels rose. This rise in the groundwater levels
continues to occur and has caused increases in pressures in downslope areas which have
contributed to drainage flows.”

A comprehensive analysis of the environmental baseline of the Grassland wetland supply
channels (surface waters downstream and downslope of Westlands) and effects of drainwater
contamination to giant garter snake is provided in the BO on the Third Use Agreement of the
GBP (09-F-1036) and is incorporated here by reference. The Service concluded in the GBP
Opinion that “under current baseline conditions, dietary selenium concentrations in the South
Grasslands still poses a risk to growth, reproduction and survival of giant garter snakes.
Further, contamination in the food chain in the North Grasslands, specifically Mud Slough
(North) could preclude re-establishment of the snake in the vicinity of this waterway.”

Given the fact that giant garter snakes forage on fish and tadpoles, and these taxa are the most
selenium-impacted of the biota sampled in the south Grasslands, it is reasonable to conclude that
the giant garter snake is likely adversely affected by selenium in their diet from this area.
Among vertebrates, reproductive toxicity is one of the most sensitive endpoints; however birds
and fish seem to have substantially lower thresholds for reproductive toxicity than placental
mammals (USDOI 1998). Selenium is first and foremost a reproductive toxicant (both a
gonadotoxicant and a teratogen); the degree of reproductive damage determines whether
populations are adversely affected (Luoma and Presser 2009). It is assumed that for reptiles
(such as the giant garter snake) reproductive impairment is among the most sensitive response
variables to selenium contamination (USDOI 1998). Therefore, adverse effects to giant garter
snakes from dietary exposure to selenium in the aquatic food chain of the south Grasslands are
likely to take the form of impaired reproduction.

Drainage contamination from Westlands WD likely contributes to downstream water quality in
the Grasslands wetland supply channels. Westlands WD’s contribution to selenium
contamination in the Grasslands wetland supply channels and the San Joaquin River associated
with IRC CVP deliveries may adversely affect the giant garter snake during the two year life of
the project.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects include the effects of future State, Tribal, local or private actions that are
reasonably certain to occur in the action area considered in this biological opinion. Future
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Federal actions unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section because they
require separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the ESA. The discussion of cumulative
effects in the 2000 and 2002 biological opinions on interim contracts is incorporated by
reference.

Many of the indirect effects of the proposed action related to agricultural use of the CVP contract
supply are also cumulative effects because not all reasonably foreseeable future activities that
adversely affect listed species are solely attributable to the Federal water supply in districts with
multiple sources of water, including Westlands WD. Cumulative effects may occur over the next
two years that are the same as those described above in Effects of the Action.

Summary of Effects

California least tern
e Likely present in the action area at existing drainage evaporation ponds located within or
adjacent to Westlands WD that receive at least some drainage from the District. No new
evaporation ponds (not considered in SLDFR) are anticipated during the life of this
Interim renewal contract period. Any changes to proposed drainage management, not
considered in the SLDFR Opinion will require additional section 7 consultation. Effect
determination: May adversely affect.

Giant garter snake

® In the Westlands WD, with the exception of a heavy rainfall occurrence where floodwater
causes sheetflow over district lands, there is no surface discharge of subsurface
agricultural drainage within or outside district boundaries. Contaminated shallow
groundwater in Westlands WD contributes to drainage contamination downslope and out
of the district. Drainage impacts to water quality in surface waters of the Grasslands
wetlands contributes to adverse effects of an already reduced baseline for the snake.
These impacts were analyzed in the Grasslands Bypass Project Biological Opinion, 2009.
Effect determination: May adversely affect.

Conclusion

After reviewing the current status of the giant garter snake and California least tern, the
environmental baseline for the action area, the effects of the proposed action, and the cumulative
effects, it is the Service’s biological opinion that the action, as proposed is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of these species.

Our conclusion is based on the conservation measures and anticipated commitments provided in
the project description, the short duration of the IRCs, CVP water allocations in the recent past as
well as for the year 2012.

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

We are not able to quantify the amount of incidental take associated with the effects of the CVP
water deliveries authorized by the renewal of the proposed IRC’s that were described in the
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Effects of the Proposed Action. While we have determined that adverse effects to California
least tern are reasonably likely to occur associated with subsurface agricultural drainage
contamination in evaporation ponds and the San Luis Drain in Westlands WD, we cannot
quantify a specific amount or extent of incidental take that is likely to occur in these drainage
disposal areas. We believe the amount of take resulting from subsurface drainage contamination
is relatively small with regard to our jeopardy analysis for this species; however, because we
cannot quantify the amount of take anticipated, we are unable to exempt it from the prohibitions
of section 9 of the ESA.

We can neither anticipate nor quantify the amount or type of incidental take associated with the
effects of use of the CVP water supply authorized by renewal of the proposed IRC’s that were
described in Effects of the Proposed Action. While we have determined that adverse effects to
the giant garter snake are reasonably likely to occur as a result of this proposed action, we cannot
quantify a specific amount or extent of incidental take that is likely to occur. Neither can we use
a surrogate means to measure incidental take, as the proposed action essentially only contributes
some fraction to the overall processes that will result in the anticipated adverse effects. We
believe the amount of take resulting from the fractional contribution is relatively small with
regard to our jeopardy analysis for these species; however, because we cannot quantify the
amount of take anticipated, we are unable to exempt it from the prohibitions of section 9 of the
ESA, nor are we able to propose any reasonable and prudent measures to minimize the impact of
this potential take.

Conservation Recommendations

Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the
purposes of the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and
threatened species. The term ‘“conservation recommendations” has been defined as suggestions
from the Service regarding discretionary measures to minimize or avoid adverse effects of a
proposed action on listed species or critical habitat or regarding the development of information.
The recommendations provided here relate only to the proposed action and do not necessarily
represent complete fulfillment of the agency’s 7(a)(1) responsibilities for these species. In order
for the Service to be kept informed of actions that either minimize or avoid adverse effects or
that benefit listed species or their habitats, the Service requests notification of the
implementation of any conservation recommendations.

The Service recommends that Reclamation:

Implement actions that benefit the recovery needs of the giant garter snake: Reclamation
should work with the Service and CDFG to create, enhance and restore additional stable
perennial (including summer) wetland habitat for giant garter snakes in the San Joaquin Valley
so that they are less vulnerable to reductions in rice production in the vicinity of Grasslands and
Mendota Pool. Provision of clean, reliable, level 4 refuge water supplies could provide
additional permanent wetland habitat that would benefit giant garter snakes in furtherance of
recovery objectives for the species in the San Joaquin Valley. The CVPIA (b)(1)other and the
Central Valley Project Conservation Program (CVPCP), conservation grant programs, may be
appropriate for such work. Reclamation should assist the Service in the implementation of
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recovery actions in the Draft Recovery Plan for the Giant Garter Snake (USFWS 1999). Priority
1 Recovery Actions from these plans include the following:
a. Protect habitat on private lands in the North and South Grasslands for giant garter
snakes;
b. Protect habitat on private lands in the Mendota area for giant garter snakes;
c. Develop/update and implement management plans for Mendota, China Island, Los
Banos, and Volta WAs for giant garter snakes; and

Implement actions that benefit the recovery needs of the San Joaquin kit fox: Reclamation
should assist the Service in the implementation of recovery actions in the Recovery Plan for
Upland Species in the San Joaquin Valley (USFWS 1998), including pursuing and funding
opportunities that expand and connect existing natural land for San Joaquin kit fox in the
Mendota area, Fresno County, with the Ciervo-Panoche Natural Area.

Manage retired lands to benefit listed species recovery needs: In accordance with the
conservation measure for "strategic land retirement" in the SLDFR biological opinion,
Reclamation and/or the Water Authority should work with landowners, in collaboration with the
Service and other local resource agencies, to manage retired lands in a manner that maximizes
benefits to listed species such as San Joaquin kit fox. This would allow Reclamation to meet its
obligation to comply with section 7(a)(2) for both the SLDFR and San Luis Unit long-term
contract renewal consultations. These consultations provide a unique opportunity for
Reclamation to collaborate in the resolution of a significant resource issue of the southern San
Joaquin Valley selenium contaminated drainage, in a way that furthers important resource
management goals of both Reclamation and the Service. There is need for evaluation and
development of a broad scale landscape mosaic plan for the San Luis Unit and adjacent areas
focusing specifically on habitat restoration and endangered species recovery goals. Such a plan
could provide guidance to USDOI and Westlands' management efforts on existing retired lands,
and guide the Service and Reclamation on evaluation and implementation of future actions in the
area. To accomplish this, Reclamation should establish a team of Service and Reclamation staff
to negotiate an acceptable land retirement strategy that would address listed species recovery
needs.

Optimize SLDFR land retirement with related efforts to maximize benefit to recovery of
threatened and endangered species: The Service recommends that Reclamation begin the
planning phase for the objectives to further listed species recovery associated with land
retirement as soon as possible. The Service further recommends that Reclamation, jointly with
the SFWO, convene a drainage technical team under the larger San Joaquin Valley Recovery
Team, and invite other interested parties and stakeholders to coordinate and integrate these
recovery objectives in a practical manner with other related actions. As discussed in the
Environmental Baseline section of this Opinion, an example of an action potentially related to
land retirement is encroachment mitigation, a requirement of the SWRCB in their Decision D-
1641 (dated March 2000). In D-1641 the SWRCB required in-kind mitigation for encroachment
due to the application of CVP water outside the water rights permitted Place of Use for the CVP.
As of this date, about 22,000 acres of alkali scrub habitat have yet to be acquired for this
mitigation requirement. All of the encroachment of alkali scrub occurred within the San Luis
Unit (primarily Westlands) and within the SLDFR project area. The SWRCB D-1641 directed
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Reclamation to complete this mitigation within ten years of the date of the Decision. Restoration
of some of the drainage-impaired retired lands could be used to fulfill this mitigation requirement
and could provide habitat that would support listed species such as San Joaquin kit fox.

Adopt a policy that maximizes land retirement (through all appropriate means) on drainage-
impaired lands: To avoid and minimize risks and effects to listed species in the San Joaquin
Valley, Reclamation should consider retiring from irrigation all drainage impaired lands in the
San Luis Unit. This approach would maximize the elimination of drainage at its source and
avoid associated adverse effects from drainage contamination in drainage reuse areas, in the
Grassland wetland channels, Mud Slough (North) and the San Joaquin River. The Service in the
Coordination Act Report for the SLDFR recommended that lands producing drainwater
exceeding threshold levels for agricultural toxicants should either be retired from irrigated
agriculture or the drainwater be disposed of in a manner that avoids wildlife contact, such as
deep-well injection or treatment to render the drainage harmless to the environment (USFWS
2006Db).

Expand focus of the SLDFR Mitigation Work Group to include listed species issues.

If USDOI moves forward with implementation of the SLDFR ROD, as recent filings in Federal
court would indicate, Reclamation should expand the mitigation work group to address listed
species issues of SLDFR planning that has yet be completed. SLDFR issues that have been
deferred until a later date include: the preparation of mitigation monitoring and adaptive
management plans; full discussion of risks associated with reuse facilities, mitigation and
contingency measures; final siting and management planning for project facilities (including
mitigation wetlands); and detailed cost estimation and framing of the feasibility analysis.

Ensure a funding source is available to pay for contingencies. Reclamation and the Water
Authority should ensure that adequate funding is available for contingencies or adaptive
management specific to listed species that arises over the period the GBP Extension is
implemented. Such contingencies could include detailed contaminant monitoring to establish risk
to San Joaquin kit fox use at reuse areas, or mitigation measures such as fencing of reuse areas or
provision of clean wetland compensation habitat for migratory bird impacts at the SJRIP
drainage reuse area. Reclamation should estimate and request adequate funding for contingencies
that may be needed during the project life in the SLDFR feasibility and budgeting processes.
Reclamation should also have contingency funding sources identified (such as acquisition of
performance bonds) to enable immediate action to halt adverse effects if stepwise deterrence
proves ineffective and prevent prolonged risk to listed species during a reinitiated consultation.

Ensure adequate funding for and quality of water supply for mitigation wetlands.

If USDOI moves forward with implementation of the SLDFR ROD, as recent filings in Federal
court would indicate, to maximize benefit to listed species such as giant garter snake,
Reclamation should seek allocation of firm, clean, contract water supply for mitigation wetlands.
Sources of such water include reverse osmosis treated drainwater, water freed-up by land
retirement, or CVP water contract assignments.

Include compliance with 2 ug/L selenium in Grassland wetland water supplies as a GBP
performance criterion. As currently envisioned, the GBP project facilities will not be designed
to capture and treat drainage generated from: (a) drainage contaminated runoff associated with
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heavy rainfall events, (b) the DMC sumps and check drains that discharge highly contaminated
drainage water into the DMC, (c) and lands to the north of the GDA that still discharge drainage
into the Grassland wetland supply channels within the (e.g., Poso and Almond Drain areas).
Reclamation should consider including compliance with water quality objectives in the
Grasslands wetland channels as a performance criteria. Reclamation should also develop and
implement a plan on how to meet selenium objectives in the Grassland wetland supply channels.
Compliance with these water quality objectives will likely benefit giant garter snake which
forage in these waters.

Monitor and assess the effects of SIRECWA 10-year Transfer Program on water quality and
giant garter snake populations in Mud and Salt Sloughs: Reclamation should monitor and
assess the effect of reduced flow in Mud and Salt Slough from the STRECWA 10-Year Transfer
program on waterborne selenium concentrations and giant garter snake populations. This is an
issue of emerging significance in the environmental baseline for Reclamation actions in this part
of the San Joaquin Valley.

Determine effects of selenium and mercury on giant garter snake: Reclamation, together with
the Service and other appropriate agencies, should implement a study on the effects of
contaminants (specifically selenium and mercury) on giant garter snake surrogate species within
the Grassland wetlands, Grassland wetlands supply channels, and Mud Slough (North).

Develop a selenium budget for the San Joaquin River, Delta: Reclamation, together with the
Service and other appropriate agencies should complete the studies necessary to develop a
selenium budget and to determine the sources, fate and impact of all selenium discharges in the
San Joaquin River. This budget would include all presently impaired downstream water bodies
used by listed species (e.g., giant garter snake, delta smelt, California clapper rail) including Mud
Slough (North), the San Joaquin River, and the North Bay (e.g., Suisun Bay) and Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta.

In order for the Service to be kept informed of actions minimizing or avoiding adverse effects or
benefiting listed species and their habitats, the Service request notification of the implementation
of any conservation recommendations and, in particular, if and when there are future
consultations requests for IRCs and LTCR.

REINITIATION

This concludes formal consultation on the six IRCs. As provided in 50 CFR §402.16, reinitiation
of formal consultation is required where discretionary Federal agency involvement or control
over the action has been maintained (or is authorized by law) and if: (1) the amount or extent of
incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of the agency action that may
affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered in this opinion;
(3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed
species or critical habitat that was not considered in this opinion; or (4) a new species is listed or
critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action.
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If you have questions regarding the proposed Interim Renewal of Water Service Contracts
consultation, please contact Kenneth Sanchez at (916) 414-6620.

Attachments:

Figure 2 Westlands Water District

Figure 3 Distribution District #1 and Pajaro Valley Water Management Area
Figure 4 Distribution District #2



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 31

Literature Cited

Almond Board of California. (2005). Good Agricultural Practices, Orchard Floor Management.
Almond Board of California, Modesto, CA, 65 pp. Available at:
http://www.almondboard.com/Growers/GAPS/OrchardFloorManagement/Pages/default.a
spx

Alterio, N. (1996). Secondary poisoning of stoats (Mustela erminea), feral ferrets (Mustela
furo), and feral cats (Felis catus) by the anticoagulant poison, brodifacoum. New
Zealand Journal of Zoology 23:331-338.

Alterio, N., and H. Moller. (2000). Secondary poisoning of stoats (Mustela erminea) in a South
Island podocarp forest, New Zealand: implications for conservation. Wildlife Research
27:501-508.

American Farmland Trust. (2007). Paving Paradise: Anew Perspective in Farmland Conversion.
Also available with supporting spreadsheets at www.farmland.org/california. 15pp.

Archon, M. (1992). Ecology of the San Joaquin kit fox in western Merced County, California.
Master’s Thesis. School of Natural Sciences, California State University, Fresno, CA.

Atwood, J.L. and P.R. Kelly. 1984. Fish dropped on breeding colonies as indicators of Least
Tern food habits. Wilson Bulletin 96:34-47.

Balestreri, A.N. (1981). Status of the San Joaquin kit fox at Camp Roberts, California, 1981.
U.S. Department of the Army, Engineering, Environmental, and Natural Resources
Office. California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, CA, 30 pp.

Barrett, L. (1990). Annual review of animal rabies in California. 1989. California Veterinarian
44:52-54.

Barton, C. and K. Kinkead. (2005). Do Erosion Control and Snakes Mesh? J. Soil & Water
Conserv. 60(2):33A-35A.

Beam, J. A., & Menges, T. M. (1997). Evaluation of Management Practices on State-owned
Wildlife Areas and Private Duck Clubs in the Grassland Basin of the San Joaquin Valley
Relative to the Giant Garter Snake (Thamnophis gigas). Unpublished Report, California



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 32

Department of Fish and Game, Los Banos, CA.

Bean, E. and P.J. White. (2000). Estimation of the abundance of San Joaquin kit foxes on the
Carrizo Plain National Monument using distance sampling. Report submitted to U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA, 12 pp.

Beckon, W. N., Gordus, A., & Eacock, M. C. (2003). Biological Effects of the Grassland Bypass
Project. Chapter 7. 2000-2001. San Francisco Estuary Institute, Oakland, CA.

Bell, HM., J.A. Alvarez, L.L. Eberhardt, and K. Ralls. (1994). Distribution and abundance of
San Joaquin kit fox, Distribution and abundance of San Joaquin kit fox. California
Department of Fish and Game, Nongame Bird and Mammal Section. Report 94-00.

Berry, W.H., J.H. Scrivner, T.P. O’Farrell, C.E. Harris, T.T. Kato, and P.M. McCue. (1987).
Sources and rates of mortality of the San Joaquin kit fox, Naval Petroleum Reserve #1,
Kern County, California, 1980-1986. U.S. Department of Energy Topical Report No.
EGG 10282-2154 , Santa Barbara, CA, 34 pp.

Berry, W.H., WG. Standley, T.P. O'Farrell, and T.T. Kato. (1992). Effects of military-authorized
activities on the San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes velox macrotis) at Camp Roberts Army
National Guard Training Site, California. U. S. Department of Energy Topical Report
No. EGG 10617-2159, EG&G/EM Santa Barbara Operations, National Technical
Information Service, Springfield, VA.

Bidlack, A. (2007). Mesocarnivore responses to changes in habitat and resource availability in
California. Ph.D. Dissertation. University of California, Berkeley, CA.

Bjurlin, C.D., and B.L. Cypher. (2003). Effects of roads on San Joaquin kit foxes: a review and
synthesis of existing data. Pages 397-406 In: Proceedings of the 2003 International
Conference on Ecology and Transportation, Eds. C.L. Irwin, P. Garrett, and K.P. Mc
Dermott. Center for Transportation and the Environment, North Carolina State
University, Raleigh, NC.

Bjurlin, C.D., B.L. Cypher, C.M. Wingert, and C.L. Van Horn Job. (2005). Urban roads and the
endangered San Joaquin kit fox. California State University-Stanislaus, Endangered
Species Recovery Program, Fresno, CA.

Branco, S. (2007). Den at mall reoccupied. The Bakersfield Californian. Available on the
internet at:
http://gsearch.bakersfield.com/search?q=cache:Jm70GU4KH60J:www.bakersfield.com/
619/story/126271.html. Accessed April 23, 2007 and March 31, 2009.

Briden, L.E., M. Archron, and D.L. Chesemore. (1987). Ecology of the San Joaquin kit fox in
western Merced County. California State university, Fresno, CA, 16 pp.

Briden, L.E., M. Archron, and D.L. Chesemore. (1988). Ecology of the San Joaquin kit fox in



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 33

western Merced County. California State university, Fresno, CA, 16 pp.

Briden, L.E., M. Archon, D.L. Chesemore. (1992). Ecology of the San Joaquin Kit Fox in
Western Merced County, California. Pages 81-87 In: D. F. Williams, S. Byrne, T. A.
Rado (editors), Endangered and Sensitive Species of the San Joaquin Valley, California:
their Biology, Management and Conservation. California Energy Commission,
Sacramento, CA.

Brode, J., and G. Hansen. (1992). Status and future management of the giant garter snake
(Thamnophis gigas) within the southern American Basin, Sacramento and Sutter
Counties, California. Unpublished report for the California Department of Fish and
Game, Inland Fisheries Division, Rancho Cordova, CA, 24 pp. and Appendix.

Bunn, D., A. Mummert, M. Hoshovsky, K. Gilardi, and S. Shanks. (2007). California Wildlife:
Conservation Challenges; California’s Wildlife Action Plan. Prepared by the UC Davis
Wildlife Health Center for the California Department of Fish and Game. Available on
the internet at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/W AP/docs/report/full-report.pdf. Accessed
November 12, 2008.

Burleigh, T.D. and G.H. Lowery, Jr. (1942). An inland race of Sterna albifrons. Occasional
Papers of the Mus.of Zoology, Louisiana State Univ. 10:173-177.

Bury, R. B., and J.A. Wheelan. (1984). Ecology and management of the bullfrog. Resource
Publication 155:1-23.

Caffrey, C. 1995. California least tern breeding survey, 1994 season. CDFG Catalog of Southern
California Wetland Publications.

California Department of Conservation. (1994,1996,1998). Division of Land Resource
Protection Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, Sacramento, CA.

California Department of Conservation. (2006, 2008). Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program: 2004 - 2008 Field Reports and Historic Land Use Conversion tables. Available
on the internet at: http://redirect.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/fmmp/product_page.asp.
Accessed November 10, 2008 and April 16, 2009.

[CANG] California Air National Guard. (2008). Biological assessment of the effects of multiple
Activities conducted at Camp Roberts, San Luis Obispo and Monterey Counties,
California, on Federal endangered and threatened species. Office of Adjutant General,
CANG, Camp Roberts, California. Prepared for the U.S.D.I. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Ventura Field Office, Ventura, CA. April 2008.

Caughley G., and A. Gunn. (1996). Conservation Biology in Theory and Practice. Blackwell
Science, Cambridge, MA, 459 pp.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 34

Cayan, D., M. Dettinger, 1. Stewart, and N. Knowles. (2005). Recent changes towards earlier
springs: early signs of climate warming in western North America? U.S. Geological
Survey, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, La Jolla, CA.

Cayan, D., A.L. Luers, M. Hanemann, G. Franco, and B. Croes. (2006). Scenarios of Climate
Change in California: An Overview. California Energy Commission, PIER Energy-
Related Environmental Research. CEC-500-2005-186-SF. Available at:
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-500-2005-186/CEC-500-2005-186-
SF.PDF.

[CDFA] California Department of Food and Agriculture. (2008a). Environmental Assessment
2007 — 2011 of the California Department of Food and Agriculture Curly Top Virus
program for the Bureau of Land Management. April 2007.

. (2008b). Curly top virus control program: introduction, general program, program
specifics, and biological control webpages. Available on the internet at
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/PHPPS/IPC/curlytopvirus/ctv_hp.htm. Accessed December 9,
2008.

[CDFG] California Department of Fish and Game. (1980). At the crossroads, a report on
California’s endangered and rare fish and wildlife. California Department of Fish and
Game, Sacramento, CA, 147 pp.

. (1985). Blunt-nosed leopard lizard essential habitat update, July 1, 1984 — September
30, 1985. California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, CA, Job EF84 II-1.

. (1999a). Exposure of Non-target Wildlife to Anticoagulant Rodenticides in California.
Robert C. Hosea. California Department of Fish and Game Pesticide Investigations Unit.
Rancho Cordova, CA.

. (1999b). California least tern breeding survey, 1998 season. Habitat Conservation and
Planning Branch Report 2000-01. Prepared by Kathleen Keane, California State
University Long Beach Foundation, Long Beach, California, Contract FG6 138
(FY98/99).

. (1999c¢). Rodenticide use in distribution and abundance of the San Joaquin kit fox, draft
report Heather M. Bell, Jeffrey A. Alvarez, Lee L. Eberhardt, and Katherine Ralls.
Unpublished draft report, Sacramento, California.

. (2008). Chimineas Unit Regulations and Access Permit Chimineas Unit — Carrizo
Plains Ecological Reserve 2008/2009.

. (2009). Special Animals (901 Taxa; February 2009). California Department of Fish and
Game, Biographic Data Branch, California Natural Diversity Database. (March 2009):
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/SPAnimals.pdf.

California Department of Pesticide Regulation. 2006. Pesticide use tables for years 2001



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 35

through 2004. Website accessed August 2006.

. (2007). Endangered Species Project. Sacramento, California. Available on the internet
at http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/es/intro.htm. Accessed December 9, 2008.

[CDWR] California Department of Water Resources. (2004). Land use data, Geographic
information systems data. Division of Planning and Local Assistance, CDWR,
Sacramento, CA.

. (2008). Managing An Uncertain Future, Climate Change Adaptation Strategies for
California’s Water. California Department of Water Resources, Sacramento, CA, 30 pp.
Available at:
http://www.water.ca.gov/climatechange/docs/ClimateChange WhitePaper.pdf.

[CFGC] California Fish and Game Commission. (2008). California 08-09 Mammal Hunting
Regulations Booklet. Available on the internet at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/regulations/08-
09-mammal-regs.pdf. Accessed October 21, 2008.

[CNDDB] California Natural Diversity Database. (2011). RareFind 3 electronic database.
Government version. Updated July 30, 2011.

[SWRCB] California State Water Resources Control Board. (2000). Revised Water Right
Decision 1641. State Water Resources Control Board, California Environmental
Protection Agency, Sacramento, CA. March 15, 2000. Available at:
http://www.waterrights.ca.gov/hearings/Decisions/WRD1641.PDEF.

Chen, T.W., and J.F. Deng. (1986). A brodifacoum intoxication case of mouthful amount.
Veterinary and Human Toxicology 28:488.

Christensen, J. H., B. Hewitson, A. Busuioc, A. Chen, X. Gao, 1. Held, R. Jones, R. K. Kolli, W.-
T. Kwon, R. Laprise, V. Magaifia Rueda, L. Mearns, C. G. Menéndez, J. Réiséinen, A.
Rinke, A. Sarr, and P. Whetton (2007). Regional Climate Projections, in Climate
Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the
Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change edited by
S. Solomon, et al., Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New
York, NY, USA.

Clark, H.O., Jr., D.A. Smith, B.L. Cypher, and P.A. Kelly. (2003a). Detection dog surveys for
the San Joaquin kit fox along the Delta-Mendota Canal, Contra Costa, San Joaquin,
Alameda, Stanislaus, and Merced Counties, California. California State University,
Stanislaus, Endangered Species Recovery Program. Prepared for the Bureau of
Reclamation, South-Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA.

Clark, H.O., D.A. Smith, B.L. Cypher, and P.A. Kelly. (2003b). Detection Dog Surveys for San
Joaquin Kit Foxes in their Northern Range. Prepared for Endangered Species Recovery
Program, Fresno, CA, Contract #4600013447.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 36

Clark, Jr., H.O., G.D. Warrick, B.L. Cypher, P.A. Kelly, D.F. Williams, and D.E. Grubbs.
(2005). Competitive interactions between endangered kit foxes and non-native red foxes.
Western North American Naturalist 65:153-163.

Clark, H.O., R.R. Duke, M.C. Orland, R.T. Golightly, and S.I. Hagen. (2007a). The San
Joaquin kit fox in North-Central California: a review. Transactions of the Western
Section of the Wildlife Society 43:27-36.

Clark, H.O., D.P. Newman, S.I. Hagen. (2007b). Analysis of San Joaquin kit fox element data
with the California Diversity Database: a case for data reliability. Transactions of the
Western Section of the Wildlife Society 43:37-42.

Cleveland, L., E.E. Little, D.R. Buckler, and R.H. Weidmeyer. (1993). Toxicity and
Bioaccumulation of Waterborne and Dietary Selenium in Juvenile Bluegill (Lepomis
macrochirus). Aquatic Toxicol. 27:265-280.

[CNNDB] California Department of Fish and Game, Natural Diversity Data Base. (2008).
Element occurrence reports for Vulpes macrotis mutica. Unpublished cumulative data
current to December 1, 2008. California Department of Fish and Game, Biogeographic
Data Branch. RareFind Version 3.1.0. Government Version - December 1, 2008.

Cox, P. and R.H. Smith. (1992). Rodenticide ecotoxicology: pre-lethal effects of anticoagulants
on rat behaviour. Proceedings of the fifteenth vertebrate pest conference 1992.
University of Nebraska, Lincoln. Available on the internet at
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/vpc15/86. Accessed February 3, 2009.

Cypher, B.L. (2000). Effects of roads on San Joaquin kit foxes: a review and synthesis of
existing data. Endangered Species Recovery Program, Fresno, CA, 59 pp.

Cypher, B.L . (2003). Foxes. Pages 511-546 In: G.A. Feldhamer, B.C. Thompson, and J.A.
Chapman (editors), Wild Mammals of North America: Biology, Management, and
Conservation. Second edition. The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, MD.

Cypher, B.L. (2006). Kit fox conservation in the San Luis Drainage Study Unit. Unpublished
report to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation South-Central California Area Office.
California State University, Stanislaus, Endangered Species Recovery Program. Fresno,
CA.

Cypher, B.L., and A.D. Brown. (2006). Demography and ecology of endangered San Joaquin
kit foxes at the Bena Landfill, Kern County, California. California State University-
Stanislaus, Endangered Species Recovery Program, Turlock, CA, 17 pp.

Cypher, B.L., and J.H. Scrivner. (1992). Coyote control to protect endangered San Joaquin kit
foxes at the Naval Petroleum Reserves, California. Proceedings of the Vertebrate Pest
Conference, 15:42-47.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 37

Cypher, B.L., and K.A. Spencer. (1998). Competitive interactions between coyotes and San
Joaquin kit foxes. Journal of Mammalogy 79:204-214.

Cypher, B.L., and G.D. Warrick. (1993). Use of human-derived food items by urban kit foxes.
1993 Transactions of the Western Section of The Wildlife Society 29:34-37.

Cypher, B.L., G.D. Warrick, M.R.M. Otten, T. P. O’Farrell, W.H. Berry, E.C. Harris, T.T. Kato,
P M. McCue, J.H. Scrivner, and B.W. Zoellick. (2000). Population dynamics of San
Joaquin kit foxes at the Naval Petroleum Reserve in California. Journal of Wildlife
Management 64, Wildlife Monographs No. 145.

Cypher, B.L., H.O. Clark, Jr., P.A. Kelly, C. Van Horn Job, G.D. Warrick, and D.F. Williams.
(2001). Interspecific interactions among wild canids: implications for the conservation
of endangered San Joaquin kit foxes. Endangered Species Update 18:171-174.

Cypher, B.L., P.A. Kelly, and D.F. Williams. (2003). Factors influencing populations of
endangered San Joaquin kit foxes: implications for conservation and recovery. Pages
125-137 In: M.A. Sovada and L. Carbyn (editors), The Swift Fox: Ecology and
Conservation in a Changing World. Canadian Plains Research Center, Regina,
Saskatchewan.

Cypher, B.L., C.D. Bjurlin, and J.L. Nelson. (2005a). Effects of two-lane roads on endangered
San Joaquin kit foxes. California State University-Stanislaus, Endangered Species
Recovery Program, Fresno, CA.

Cypher, B. L., P.A. Kelly, D.F. Williams, H. O. Clark Jr., A. D. Brown, and S. E. Phillips.
(2005b). Foxes in farmland: recovery of the endangered San Joaquin kit fox on private
lands in California. CSU, Stanislaus, Endangered Species Recovery Program, Fresno,
CA. Prepared for the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. June 27, 2005.

Cypher, B. L., S. E. Phillips, and P. A. Kelly. (2007). Habitat suitability and potential corridors
for San Joaquin kit fox in the San Luis Unit, Fresno, Kings, and Merced Counties.
California. Prepared for the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, South-Central California Area
Office, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Program, Fresno,
CA.

DeBare, 1. (2008). PG&E plans big investment in solar power. San Francisco Chronicle.
Available at http://www.sfgate.com/cgibin/
article.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/08/15/BUP412B774.DTL. Accessed August 18, 2008.

Deverel, S. 1998. Written Testimony for the SWRCB Bay-Delta Water Rights Hearing, Phase
5. San Joaquin Exchange Contractor’s, Exhibit 5(a), 37 pp.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 38

Dennis, B. and M.R.M. Otten. (2000). Joint effects of density dependence and rainfall on
abundance of San Joaquin kit fox. Journal of Wildlife Management 64: 388-400.

Dickert, C. (2002). San Joaquin Valley giant garter snake project 2001. California Department
of Fish and Game, Los Banos, CA, 14 pp.

Dickert, C. (2003). Progress report for the San Joaquin Valley giant garter snake conservation
project-2003. California Department of Fish and Game, Los Banos, CA, 37 pp.

Dickert, C. (2005). Giant Garter Snake Surveys at Some Areas of Historic Occupation in the
Grassland Ecological Area, Merced Co. and Mendota Wildlife Area, Fresno, Co.,
California. California Fish and Game 91(4): 255-269.

Eason, C.T., L. Milne, M. Potts, G. Morriss, G.R.G. Wright, and O.R.W. Sutherland. (1999).
Secondary and tertiary poisoning risks associated with brodifacoum. New Zealand
Journal of Ecology 23:219-224.

Eason, C.T., G.R.G. Wright, L.M. Milne, and G.A. Morriss. (2001). Laboratory and field
studies of brodifacoum residues in relation to risk of exposure to wildlife and people.
Science of Conservation 177B:11-23.

Eason, C.T., E.C. Murphy, G.R.G. Wright, and E.B. Spurr. (2002). Assessment of risks of
brodifacoum to non-target birds and mammals in New Zealand. Ecotoxicology 11:35-48.

EG&G. (1981). Inventory of San Joaquin kit fox on BLM lands in the western San Joaquin
Valley. Final Report. February 1981. Prepared for the Bureau of Land Management
through interagency agreement CA-910-IA0-7 with the Department of Energy, Nevada
Operations Office, under Contract No. DE-AC08-76NVO1183.

Egoscue, H.J. (1962). Ecology and life history of the kit fox in Tooele County, Utah. Ecology.
43:481-497.

Field, C.B., G.C. Daily, F.W. Davis, S. Gaines, P.A. Matson, J. Melack, and N.L. Miller.
(1999). Confronting climate change in California. Ecological impacts on the Golden
State. A report of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Cambridge, Massachusetts, and the
Ecological Society of America, Washington, DC.

Field, C.B., M. Brklacich, D.L. Forbes, P. Kovacs, J.A. Patz, S.W. Running, and M.J. Scott.
(2007). North America. Pages 617-652 in M.L. Parry, O.F. Canziani, J.P. Palutikof, P.J.
van der Linden, C.E. Hanson eds., Climate change 2007: impacts, adaptation, and
vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group II to the Fourth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Cambridge University Press. Cambridge,
United Kingdom.

Fitch, H. S. (1940). A biogeographical study of the ordinoides Artenkreis of garter snakes
(genus Thamnophis). University of California Publications in Zoology 44:1-150.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 39

Fitch, H. S. (1941). The feeding habits of California garter snakes. Department of Fish &
Game 27(2):2-32.

Fox, W. (1948). The relationships of the garter snakes of the garter snake Thamnophis
ordinoides. Copeia 1948:113-120.

Frankham, R., and K. Rails. (1998). Inbreeding leads to extinction. Nature 241:441-442.
Germano, D.J., G. B. Rathbun, and L. R. Saslaw. (2001). Managing exotic grasses and
conserving declining species. Wildlife Society Bulletin 29:551-559.

Germano, D.J., and D.F. Williams. 1992. Recovery of the blunt-nosed leopard lizards: past
efforts, present knowledge, and future opportunities. Transactions of the Western Section
of The Wildlife Society 28:38-47.
Germano, D.J., and D.F. Williams. (2005). Population ecology of blunt-nosed leopard
lizards in
high elevation foothill habitat. Journal of Herpetology 39:1-18.

Germano, D.J., D.F. Williams, and P. Kelly. 2004. Long-term fluctuation of a population of
blunt-nosed leopard lizards in relation to precipitation and herbaceous plant biomass.
Presented at the San Joaquin Natural Communities Conference, May 25, 2004,
Bakersfield, California.

Germano, D.J., G.B. Rathbun, E. Cypher, L.R. Saslaw, and S. Fitton. 2005. Effects of livestock
grazing on a community of species at risk of extinction in the San Joaquin Valley,
California. 2005 Annual Report. The Lokern Grazing Study Project. Bureau of Land
Management, Bakersfield, California.
http://www.csub.edu/~dgermano/GrazingWebSite.htm

Gilpin, M. E., and M. E. Soule. 1986. Minimum viable populations: processes of species
extinction. In: M. E. Soule, Ed., Conservation biology: the science of scarcity and
diversity. Sunderland, Massachusetts: Sinauer Associates, Inc. pp 19-34.

Goldingay, R.L., P.A. Kelly, and D.F. Williams. (1997). The kangaroo rats of California:
endemism and conservation of keystone species. Pacific Conservation Biology 3:47-60.
Golightly, R.T., and R.D. Ohmart. (1983). Metabolism and body temperature of two
desert canids: coyotes and kit foxes. Journal of Mammalogy 64:624-635.

Goodman, D. 1987a. The demography of chance extinction. /n: M. E. Soule, Ed., Conservation
biology: the science of scarcity and diversity. Sunderland, Massachusetts: Sinauer
Associates, Inc pp. 11-19.

Goodman, D. 1987b. How do species persist? Lessons for conservation biology. Conservation
Biology 1:59-62.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 40

Grinnell, J., J.S. Dixon, and J.M. Linsdale. (1937). Fur-bearing mammals of California. Bull.
California State Comm. Hort. 7:597-708.

Hall, E.R. (1946). Mammals of Nevada. University of California Press, Berkeley, CA.

Hammitt, W.E. and D. N. Cole. (1998). Wildland recreation, ecology and management. John
Wiley and Sons, Inc. New York, NY.

Hansen, E.C. (2002). Year 2001 Investigations of the Giant Garter Snake (Thamnophis gigas)
in the Greater American Basin: Sutter County. Prepared for Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency, Sacramento, CA, 18 pp. and appendices.

Hansen, E.C. (2004). Year 2003 investigations of the giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) in
the Middle American Basin: Sutter County, California. Unpublished report prepared for
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency, Sacramento, CA, 40 pp.

Hansen, E.C. (2005). Mortality of Giant Garter Snake (Thamnophis gigas) resulting from
activities conducted pursuant to Permit TE-018177-2: Eric C. Hansen, permittee. Letter
to Linda Belluomini and Larry Host, USFWS Regional Office and USFWS Sacramento
Fish and Wildlife Office, respectively, July 5, 2005. Consulting Environmental
Biologist, Sacramento, CA, 1pp.

Hansen, E.C. (2008a). Implementation of Priority 1, Priority 2, and Priority 3 Recovery Tasks
for Giant Garter Snake (Thamnophis gigas) — continuing Surveys in Merced County,
California, with an Expansion to Northern Fresno County. Prepared for the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service pursuant to FWS Agreement No. 802707G112, Sacramento, CA,
108 pp.

Hansen, E.C. (2008b). Report of Progress to Date for the project entitled Implementation of
Priority 1, Priority 2, and Priority 3 Recovery Tasks for Giant Garter Snake
(Thamnophis gigas) — Comparative pathology, health, and contaminant exposure within
San Joaquin Valley and Sacramento Valley giant garter snake populations. Prepared for
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation pursuant to BOR Agreement No. 08FG200042,
Sacramento, CA, 13 pp.

Hansen, G. E. (1986). Status of the giant garter snake Thamnophis couchi gigas (Fitch) in the
Southern San Joaquin Valley During 1986. Unpublished (final) report for California
Department of Fish and Game, Standard Agreement No. C-1433. 31 pp.

Hansen, G.E. (1988). Review of the status of the giant garter snake (Thamnophis couchi gigas)
and its supporting habitat during 1986-1987. Final report for California Department of
Fish & Game Contract C-2060. Unpublished Report. 31 pp.

Hansen, G.E. (1995). Recovery of the giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) and mitigation
habitat within the Strawberry Creek enlargement and realignment project: Progress



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 41

report #4 of 5. Unpublished report prepared for LSA Associates, Inc., Point Richmond,
CA, 4 pp.

Hansen, G.E. (1996). Status of the giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) in the San Joaquin
Valley in 1995. Final report for the California Department of Fish and Game, Standard
Agreement No. FG4052IF. Unpublished Report, 31 pp.

Hansen, G.E. and J.M. Brode. (1980). Status of the giant garter snake, Thamnophis couchi
gigas (Fitch). California Department of Fish and Game, Inland Fisheries Endangered
Species Program Special Publication Report. 80-5:1-14.

Hansen, G.E. and J.M. Brode. (1993). Results of relocating canal habitat of the giant garter
snake (Thamnophis gigas) during widening of State Route 99/70 in Sacramento and
Sutter counties, California. Unpublished (final) report for Caltrans Interagency
Agreement 03E325 (FG7550) (FY 87/88-91-92). Rancho Cordova, CA. March 3, 1993.

36 pp.

Hansen, R.B. (1988). Porterville urban area boundary biotic survey. Unpublished report,
Hansen’s Biological Consulting, Visalia, CA, 219 pp.

Hansen, R.W. (1980). Western aquatic garter snakes in central California: an ecological and
evolutionary perspective. Masters thesis, Depart. Biology, Calif. State Univ., Fresno,
CA, 78 pp.

Hansen, R.W. and G. E. Hansen. (1990). Thamnophis gigas: Reproduction. Herpetol. Rev.
21(4):93-94.

Hawbecker, A.C. (1943). Food of the San Joaquin kit fox. Journal of Mammalogy 24:499.

Hedgal, P.L., and B.A. Colvin. (1988). Potential hazard to eastern screech-owls and other
raptors of brodifacoum bait used for vole control in orchards. Environmental Toxicology
and Chemistry 7:245-260.

Hersteinsson, P. and D.W. Macdonald. (1982). Interspecific competition and the geographical
distribution of red and arctic foxes (Vulpes vulpes and Alopex lagopus). Oikos 64:505-
515.

Hinds, N.E.A. (1952). Evolution of the California landscape. California Division of Mines
Bulletin No. 158. 240 pp.

Holland, R.F. (1986). Preliminary descriptions of the terrestrial natural communities of
California. California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, 156 pp.

Hopkins, W.A., J.H. Roe, J.W. Snodgrass, B.P. Staub, B.P. Jackson, and J.D. Congdon. (2002).



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 42

Effects of chronic dietary exposure to trace elements on banded water snakes (Nerodia
fasciata). Environ. Toxicol. & Chem. 21(5):906-913.

Hosea, R.C. (2000). Exposure of non-target wildlife to anticoagulant rodenticides in California.
California Department of Fish and Game Pesticide Investigations Unit, Rancho Cordova,
CA.

Howald, G.R., P. Mineau, J. E. Elliott, and K. M. Cheng. (1999). Brodifacoum poisoning of
avian scavengers during rat control on a seabird colony. Ecotoxicology 8:431-447.

Huffman, L., and T.D. Murphy. (1992). The effects of rodenticide and off-road vehicle use on
San Joaquin kit fox activity in Bakersfield, California. Page 378 In: D. F., Williams, S.
Byrne, and T. A. Rado (editors) Endangered and Sensitive Species of the San Joaquin
Valley, California. California Energy Commission, Sacramento, CA.

[IPCC] Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. (2007). Climate change 2007: the
physical science basis. Summary for policymakers. Contribution of Working Group I to
the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, [PCC
Secretariat, World Meteorological Organization and United Nations Environment
Programme, Geneva, Switzerland.

Jackson, V.L., and J.R. Choate. (2000). Dens and den sites of the swift fox, Vulpes velox. The
Southwestern Naturalist 45:212-220.

Jackson, W.B., and D.E. Kaukeinen. (1972). The problem of anticoagulant rodenticide
resistance in the United States. Proceedings of the Fifth Vertebrate Pest Conference
(1972):142-148.

Jensen, C.C. (1972). San Joaquin kit fox distribution. Unpublished Data. Report, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA, 18 pp.

Johnson, C.D., G.M. Santolo, D.R. Keegan. (1994). San Joaquin kit fox crossing study
Santa Nella, California: California aqueduct, Delta-Mendota Canal, San Luis Wasteway,
and San Luis Dam (Draft). Prepared for U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, CA,

14 pp.

Jones and Stokes and Associates. 1987. Sliding toward extinction: California’s natural heritage.

Jones and Stokes and Assocites. 1989. DRAFT environmental impact report: Vasco Road and
Utility Relocation Project SCH#: 89032123. Prepared for Contra Costa Water District,
Concord, California.

Kato, T.T. (1986). Survey of potential habitat for the endangered San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes
macrotis mutica) in the Carrizo Plain, San Luis Obispo County, CA. Rep. No. EGG
10282-2124, EG&G Energy Measurements, Goleta, CA, 24 pp.

Kelly, A.E. and M.L. Goulden. (2008). Rapid shifts in plant distribution with recent climate



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 43

change. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 105:11823-11826.

Kelly, David L. (2007). Conservation Management of Two Populations of Western Pond Turtles
(Emys marmorata) in Butte County, California. MS Thesis, CSU Chico, CA, 98 pp.

Knapp, D.K. (1978). Effects of agricultural development in Kern County, California, on the San
Joaquin kit fox in 1977. California Department of Fish and Game, Nongame Wildlife
Investigations Final Report, Project E-1-1,Jov V-1.21. 48pp. + app.

Koopman, M.E., B.L. Cypher, and J. H. Scrivner. (2000). Dispersal patterns of San Joaquin kit
foxes (Vulpes macrotis mutica). Journal of Mammalogy 81:213-222.

Lande, R. (1988). Genetics and demography in biological conservation. Science 241:1455-1460.

Laughrin, L. (1970). San Joaquin kit fox: its distribution and abundance. Wildlife
Management Branch, Admin. Rep. No. 70-2, California Department of Fish and Game,
Sacramento, CA, 20 pp.

Lemly. (1996). Selenium in aquatic organisms. Pages 427-445 in: W.N. Beyer, G.H. Heinz, and
A.W. Redmon eds., Environmental contaminants in wildlife: Interpreting tissue
concentrations. CRC Press, Lewis Publishers, Boca Raton, FL.

Lewis, J.C., K.L. Sallee, and R.T. Golightly, Jr. (1993). Introduced red fox in California.
California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento. Non-game bird and mammal
section, Report 93-1:1-70.

Loarie, S.R., B.E. Carter, K. Hayhoe, S. McMahon, R. Moe, C.A. Knight, D.D. Ackerly. (2008).
Climate change and the future of California’s endemic flora. PLoS ONE 3: €2502.
Available on the internet at http://www.plosone.org. Accessed on June 25, 2008.

Luoma, S.N., and T.S. Presser. (2009). Emerging Opportunities in Management of Selenium
Contamination. Environ. Sci. & Technol. 43 (22): 8483-8487.

Macdonald, D.W., and D.R. Voigt. (1985). The biological basis of rabies models. Pages 71-108
In P.J. Bacon (editor), Population dynamics of rabies in wildlife. Academic Press,
London, Great Britain.

Maier KJ, Knight AW. (1994). Ecotoxicology of selenium in freshwater systems. Rev Environ
Contam Toxicol 1994;134:31-48.

Matlack, R. S., P. S. Gipson, and D. W. Kaufman. (2000). The swift fox in rangeland and
cropland in western Kansas: relative abundance, mortality, and body size. The
Southwestern Naturalist 45(2):221-225.

Mayer, K. E. and W. F. Laudenslayer, Jr. (1988). A Guide to the Wildlife Habitats of California.
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Sacramento, CA, 166pp.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 44

McCue, P.M., and T.P. O’Farrell. (1988). Serological survey for selected diseases in the
endangered San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica). Journal of Wildlife Diseases
24:274-281.

McCue, P.M., T. Kato, M.L. Sauls, T.P. O-Farrell. (1981). Inventory of San Joaquin kit fox on
land proposed as Phase II. Kesterson Reservoir, Merced County, California. Topical
Report EGG 1183-2426, EG&G, Santa Barbara Operations, U.S. Department of Energy,
Goleta, CA.

McDaniel, B., and S. McDaniel. 1963. Feeding of Least Terns over land. Auk 80:544.

McGrew, J.C. (1979). San Joaquin Kit Fox Vulpes macrotis. Mammalian species 123:1-6.

McHugh, P. (2004). Lake enlargement bid enrages some. San Francisco Chronicle. March 18,
2004. San Francisco, CA.

McLaughlin, J.F., J.J. Hellmann, C.L. Boggs, P.R. Ehrlich. (2002). Climate change hastens
populations extinctions. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 99: 6070-
6074.

McMillin, S.C., R.C. Hosea, B.F. Finlayson, B.L. Cypher, and A. Mekebri. (In review).
Anticoagulant rodenticide exposure in an urban population of the San Joaquin kit fox.

Montanucci, R.R. 1965. Observations on the San Joaquin leopard lizard, Crotaphytus wislizenii
silus Stejneger. Herpetologica 21:270-283.

Montanucci, R.R. 1970. Analysis of hybridization between Crotaphytus wislizenii and
Crotaphytus silus (Sauria: Iguanidae) in California. Copeia. 1970:104-123.

Moonjian, J. (2007). A current distribution and a dietary analysis of San Joaquin kit fox in San
Luis Obispo County. Master’s Thesis. California Polytechnic State University. San Luis
Obispo, CA.

Morrell, S.H. (1972). Life History of the San Joaquin kit fox. California Fish and Game 58:162-
174.

Morrell, S.H. (1975). San Joaquin kit fox distribution and abundance in 1975. California
Department of Fish and Game, Wildlife Management Branch Administrative Report No.
75-3, in fulfillment of contracts W-54-R-7-1 with the Service and Contract 3904 with the
California Department of Food and Agriculture.

Moser, S., G. Franco, S. Pittiglio, W. Chou, D. Cayan. (2009). The future is now: an update on
climate change science impacts and response options for California. California Energy
Commission, PIER Energy-Related Environmental Research Program. CEC-500-2008-
071. Available on the internet at http://www.energy.ca.gov/2008publications/CEC-500-
2008-071/CEC-500-2008-071.PDF. Accessed June 4, 20009.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 45

Mount, M.E., and B.F. Feldman. (1983). Mechanism of diphacinone rodenticide toxicosis in the
dog and its therapeutic implications. American Journal of Veterinary Research 44:2009-
2017.

Munday, J.S., and L.J. Thompson. (2003). Brodifacoum toxicosis in two neonatal puppies.
Veterinary Pathology 40:216-219.

Nelson, J.L., B.L. Cypher, C.D. Bjurlin, and S. Creel. (2007). Effects of habitat on competition
between kit foxes and coyotes. Journal of Wildlife Management 71:1467-1475.

O'Farrell, T.P. (1984). Conservation of the endangered San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis
mutica) on the Naval Petroleum Reserves, California. Acta Zool. Fennica 172:207-208.

O’Farrell, T.P. and L. Gilbertson. (1979). Ecological life history of the desert kit fox in the
Mojave desert of southern California. Final Report. U.S. BLM, Desert Plan Staff,
Riverside, CA.

O'Farrell, T.P., and P. McCue. (1981). Inventory of San Joaquin kit fox on Bureau of Land
Management lands in the western San Joaquin Valley. Final report. EG&G. U.S.
Department of Energy, Goleta, CA, EGG-1183-2416.

O’Farrell, T.P., T. Kato, P. McCue, and M.L. Sauls. (1980). Inventory of the San Joaquin kit fox
on BLLM lands in southern and southwestern San Joaquin Valley. Final Report, EGG
1183-2400, EG&G, Santa Barbara Operations, U.S. Department of Energy, Goleta, CA.

O’Neill, S. (2004). Toxic prey: Poison targeting the rodent population is turning up in their
predators. Los Angeles Times. April 13, 2004.

Oppenheimer, E.I. and L.F. Groeber. 2004. Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for
the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins for the Control of Salt and Boron
Discharges into the Lower San Joaquin River. Draft Final Staff Report of the Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Joaquin River TMDL Unit,
Sacramento, CA, 121 pp. Available at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/tmdl/central_valley_projects/v
ernalis_salt_boron/index.shtml

Orloff, S.G. (2002). Chapter 9: Medium to Large Mammals. Pages 337 — 383 In J. E. Vollmar
(editor), Wildlife and rare plant ecology of Eastern Merced County’s vernal pool
grasslands. Vollmar Consulting, Berkeley, CA.

Orloff, S.G., F. Hall, and L. Spiegel. (1986). Distribution and habitat requirements of the San
Joaquin kit fox in the northern extreme of their range. Transcripts from the Western
Section of the Wildlife Society 22:60-70.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 46

Padgett, S.L., J.E. Stokes, R.L. Tucker, and L.G. Wheaton (1998). Hematometra secondary to
anticoagulant rodenticide toxicity. Journal of the American Animal Hospital Association
34:437-439.

Paquin, M.M., G.D. Wylie, and E.J. Routman. (2006). Population Structure of the Giant Garter
Snake, Thamnophis gigas. Conservation Genetics, 7(1): 25-36.

Paveglio, F.L. and S.D. Clifton. (1988). Selenium accumulation by San Joaquin kit foxes and
coyotes in the Kesterson National Wildlife Refuge area. Unpublished report prepared for
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region. 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento,
California by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Los Banos, CA, 62 pp.

Phillips, S.E. (2006). In Progress Draft Environmental Baseline of the San Luis Unit Fresno,
Kings and Merced Counties, California. California State University-Stanislaus,
Endangered Species Recovery Program, Fresno, CA, 22 pp.

Presser, T.S., and 1. Barnes. (1985). Dissolved constituents including selenium in the vicinity of
the Kesterson National Wildlife Refuge and the west Grassland, Fresno and Merced

Counties, California. U.S. Geological Survey Water- Resources Investigations Report
85-4220, 73 pp.

Presser, T.S. and S. N. Luoma. (2006). Forecasting Selenium Discharges to the San Francisco
Bay-Delta Estuary: Ecological Effects of a Proposed San Luis Drain Extension. U.S.
Geological Survey Open-File Report 00-416, 196 pp. Available at:
http://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/p1646/

Ralls, K., and P.J. White. (1995). Predation on San Joaquin kit foxes by larger canids. Journal
of Mammalogy 76:723-729.

Ralls, K., P.J. White, J. Cochram, and D.B. Siniff. (1990). Kit fox — coyotes relationships in the
Carrizo Plain Natural Area. Annual report to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Department of Zoological Research, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.

Ralls, K., B. Cypher, and L.K. Speigel. (2007). Social monogamy in kit foxes: formation,
association, duration, and dissolution of mated pairs. Journal of Mammology 88:1439-
1446.

Ramey, C.A., G.H. Matschke, and R.E. Engeman. (2007). Chlorophacinone baiting for
Belding’s ground squirrels. Pages 526-537 In: D.L. Nolte, W.M. Arjo, and D.H.
Stalman, Eds. Proceedings of the 12th Wildlife Damage Management Conference. 2007.
Available online at http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/icwdm_usdanwrc/772. Accessed
December 4, 2008.

Rathbun, G.B., E. Cypher, S. Fitton, D.J. Germano, and L.R. Saslaw. (1998). Effects of



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 47

livestock grazing on a community of species at risk of extinction in the San Joaquin

Reilly, K., and D. Mangiamele. (1992). California rabies surveillance. 1991. California
Veterinarian 46:47-51.

Root, R.P. and J.J. Eliason. (2001). Results of radio telemetry study of San Joaquin kit foxes at
Camp Roberts National Guard Training Site, California. Program and Abstracts,
National Military Fish and Wildlife Association Conference, Washington D.C. March 19
—24,2001.

Rossman, D.A., N.B. Ford, and R.A. Seigel. (1996). The Garter Snakes: Evolution and
Ecology. University of Oklahoma Press, Norman, OK, 331 pp.

Rossman, D.A. and G.R. Stewart. (1987). Taxonomic reevaluation of Thamnophis couchii
(Serpentes: Colubridae). Occasional Papers of the Museum of Zoology, Louisiana State
University 63:1-25.

Saccheri, 1., M. Kuussaari, M. Kankare, P. Vikman, W. Fortelius, and I. Hanski. (1998).
Inbreeding and extinction in a butterfly population. Nature 392:491-494.

Saiki, M. K. (1998). An ecological assessment of the Grassland Bypass Project on fishes
inhabiting the Grassland Water District, California. Unpublished report by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA.

Salmon, T.P., D.A. Whisson, R. Berentsen, W.P. Gorenzel. (2007). Comparison of 0.005% and
0.01% diphacinone and chlorophacinone baits for controlling California ground squirrels
(Spermophilus beecheyi). Wildlife Research 34:14-18.

Schultz, L.J., and L.R. Bairett. (1991). Controlling rabies in California 1990. California
Veterinarian 45:36-40.

Schwartz, M.K., K. Ralls, D.F. Williams, B.L. Cypher, K.L. Pilgrim, and R.C. Fleisher. (2005).
Gene flow among San Joaquin kit fox populations in a severely changed ecosystem.
Conservation Genetics 6:25-37.

Scrivner, J.H., T.P. O’Farrell, T.T. Kato, and M.K. Johnson. (1987a). Diet of the San Joaquin
kit fox, Vulpes macrotis mutica, on Naval Petroleum Reserve #1, Kern County,
California, 1980-1984. Report Number. EGG 10282-2168, EG&G Energy
Measurements, Goleta, CA, 26 pp.

Scrivner, J.H., T.P. O’Farrell, and T. Kato. (1987b). Dispersal of San Joaquin kit foxes, Vulpes
macrotis mutica, on Naval Petroleum Reserve #1, Kern County, California. EG&G,
Goleta, CA. EGG 10282-2190.

Scrivner, J.H., T.P. O’Farrell, and K.L. Hammer. (1993). Summary and evaluation of the kit
fox relocation program, Naval Petroleum Reserve #1, Kern County, California. U.S.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 48

Department of Energy Topical Report, EG&F/EM Santa Barbara Operations Report No.
EGG 10282-2168, Goleta, CA, 26 pp.

Shepard, S. (2007). Shrinking space, more vehicles squeeze off-road recreation. The
Bakersfield Californian. Available online at
http://www.bakersfield.com/102/story/155886.html. Accessed May 29, 2008.

Smith, D.A., K. Rawls, B.L. Cypher, and J.E. Maldonado. (2005). Assessment of scat-detection
dog surveys to determine kit fox distribution. Wildlife Society Bulletin 33:897-904.

Smith, D.A., K. Ralls, B.L. Cypher, H.O. Clark, P.A. Kelly, D.F. Williams, and J.E. Maldonado.
(2006). Relative abundance of endangered San Joaquin kit foxes (Vulpes macrotis
mutica) based on scat-detection dog surveys. The Southwestern Naturalist 51: 210-219.

Sparling, D. W., G. M. Fellers, and L. L. McConnell. 2001. Pesticides and amphibian population
declines in California, USA. Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 20(7): 1591-
1595.

Spencer, K.A., W.H. Berry, W.G. Standley, and T.P. O’Farrell. (1992). Reproduction of the
San Joaquin kit fox on Camp Roberts Army National Guard Training site, California.
U.S. Department of Energy Topical Report EGG 10617-2154.

Spiegel, L.K. (1996). Studies of San Joaquin kit fox in undeveloped and oil-developed areas: an
overview. Pages 1- 14 In L.K. Spiegel (editor), Studies of the San Joaquin kit fox in
undeveloped and oil-developed areas. California Energy Commission, Sacramento, CA.

Spiegel, L.K., and M. Disney. (1996). Mortality sources and survival rates of San Joaquin kit
foxes in oil-developed and undeveloped lands of southwestern Kern County, California.
Pages 71-92 In L.K. Spiegel (editor), Studies of the San Joaquin kit fox in undeveloped
and oil-developed areas. California Energy Commission, Sacramento, CA.

Spiegel, L.K., and M. Small. (1996). Estimation of relative abundance of San Joaquin kit foxes
between an undeveloped site and an oil-developed site in Kern County, California. Pages
115-123 In L.K. Spiegel (editor), Studies of the San Joaquin kit fox in undeveloped and
oil-developed areas. California Energy Commission, Sacramento, CA..

Spiegel, L.K., and J. Tom. (1996). Reproduction of San Joaquin kit fox undeveloped and oil
developed habitats of Kern County, California. Pages 53-69 In L.K. Spiegel (editor),
Studies of the San Joaquin kit fox in undeveloped and oil-developed areas. California
Energy Commission, Sacramento, CA.

Spiegel, L.K., B.L. Cypher, and T. Dao. (1996). Diet of the San Joaquin kit fox at three sites in
western Kern County. Pages 39-50 In L.K. Spiegel (editor), Studies of the San Joaquin
kit fox in undeveloped and oil-developed areas. California Energy Commission,
Sacramento, CA.

Standley, W.G., and P.M. McCue. (1992). Blood characteristics of San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes
velox macrotis) at Camp Roberts Army National Guard Training Site, California. U. S.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 49

Department of Energy Topical Report, EG&G/EM Santa Barbara Operations Report No.
EGG 10617-2160.

Standley, W.G., W.H. Berry, T.P. O'Farrell, and T.T. Kato. (1992). Mortality of San Joaquin kit
fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica) at Camp Roberts Army National Guard Training Site,
California. U. S. Department of Energy Topical Report, EG&G/EM Santa Barbara
Operations Report No. EGG 10617-2157.

Stebbins, R. C. 2003. A field guide to western reptiles and amphibians. Third Edition. Houghton
Mifflin Company. Boston, MA.

Stitt, E., P. Balfour, T. Luckau, and T.E. Edwards. (2005). The Southern Watersnake (Nerodia
fasciata) in Folsom, California: History, Population Attributes, and Relation to Other
Introduced Watersnakes in North America. Final Report to U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento,
California under Cooperative Agreement #11420-1933-CMO02 by ECORP Consulting,
Inc. April 11, 2005. 72 pp. and Appendices.

Stone, W.B., J.C. Okoniewski, and J.R. Stedelin. (1999). Poisoning of wildlife with
anticoagulant rodenticides in New York. Journal of Wildlife Diseases 35:187-193.
Stuart, J.N., M.L. Watson, T.L. Brown, and C. Eustice. (2001). Plastic netting: An
entanglement hazard to snakes and other wildlife. Herpetological Review 32(3): 162-
164.

[SWRCB] California State Water Resources Control Board. (1999). Final Environmental
Impact Report for the Consolidated and Conformed Place of Use. Prepared by
CH2MHill, Sacramento for SWRCB, Sacramento, CA for the Petitioner the U.S. Bureau
of Reclamation, Sacramento, CA, 2 Chapters and 3 Appendices.

[SWRCB] California State Water Resources Control Board. (2000). Revised Water Right
Decision 1641. State Water Resources Control Board, California Environmental
Protection Agency, Sacramento, CA. March 15, 2000. Available on the internet at:
http://www.waterrights.ca.gov/hearings/Decisions/WRD1641.PDF. Accessed March 31,
20009.

Teitz, M.B., C. Dielzel, W. Fulton. (2005). Urban development futures in the San Joaquin
Valley. Public Policy Institute of California, San Francisco, CA.

Thompson, B.C., J.A. Jackson, J. Burger, L.A. Hill, E.M. Kirsch, and J.L. Atwood. (1997). Least
Tern (Sterna antillarum). The Birds of North America 290:1-32.

Timm, R.M., D.L. Schnabel, T.P. Salmon, W.P. Gorenzel, N. Dechoretz, and M. Meyers.
(2004). California’s rodenticide surcharge program: history and accomplishments.
Proceedings of the 21st Vertebrate Pest Conference, University of California, Davis,
2004:350-356.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 50

Tollestrup, K. (1979). The ecology, social structure, and foraging behavior of two closely
related species of leopard lizards, Gambelia silus and Gambelia wislizenii. Ph.D.
dissertation, Univ. of California, Berkeley. 146 pp.

Tollestrup, K. (1982). Growth and reproduction in two closely related species of leopard lizards,
Gambelia si/us and Gambelia wislizenii. American Midland Naturalist, 108:1-20.

Tomkins, .R. (1959). Life history notes on the Least Tern. Wilson Bulletin 71:313-322.

University of California. (2009). Ground Squirrel BMP: Best Management Practices for
California Ground Squirrel Control. University of California Agricultural and Natural
Resources. The Regents of the University of California. Available on the internet at
http://groups.ucanr.org/GSBMP. Accessed January 12, 2009.

U.S. Bureau of Land Management (USBLM). (1984). Hollister Resource Management Plan.
U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Hollister Field Office, CA.

. (1997). Caliente Resource Management Plan. Bureau of Land Management,
Bakersfield Field Office, CA.

. (2002). Decision record for the control of curly top virus on public lands in California
2002 —2006. March 11, 2002.

. (2008a). News Release: BLM plans oil and gas competitive lease auction. 10-27-08.
Available on the internet at
http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/info/newsroom/2008/october/CC0905_December_lease_auc
tion.html. Accessed November 10, 2008.

. (2008b). Notice of Competitive Lease Sale, oil and gas. April 25, 2008. California

State Office, Sacramento, CA. Available on the internet at:
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/ca/pdf/pa/energy/minerals.Par.69568.File.d
at/6-11-08%20SALE_NOTICE.pdf. Accessed November 10, 2008.

. (2008c)Notice: Amendment to the oil and gas lease sale notice dated April/25/2008;
for the June 11, 2008 competitive oil and gas sale. May 8, 2008. Available on the
internet at:
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/ca/pdf/pa/energy/minerals.Par.73470.File.d
at/June%?2011,%202008_amendednotice.pdf. Accessed November 10, 2008.

. (2008d). Notice: Amendment to the oil and gas lease sale notice dated April/25/2008;
for the June 11, 2008 competitive oil and gas sale. June 6, 2008. Available on the
internet at:
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/ca/pdf/pa/energy/minerals.Par.18494.File.d
at/June%?2011,%202008_amendednotice4.pdf. Accessed November 10, 2008.

. (2008e). Notice of competitive lease sale, oil and gas. July 25, 2008. California State
Office, Sacramento, CA. Available on the internet at



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 51

http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/ca/pdf/pa/energy/minerals.Par.63602.File.d
at/Sept-08_Salenotice.pdf. Accessed November 10, 2008.

. (2008f). Notice of competitive lease sale, oil and gas. October 24, 2008. California
State Office, Sacramento, CA. Available on the internet at
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/ca/pdf/pa/energy/minerals.Par.93714.File.d
at/Salenotice_Dec.08.pdf. Accessed November 10, 2008.

. (2008g). Caliente Resource Management Plan Revision. Available on the internet at:
http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/bakersfield/Programs/planning/caliente_rmp_revision.ht
ml. Accessed November 10, 2008.

. (2008h). Letter from BLLM to Vintage Production California LLC, re: oil exploration
activity in the Carrizo Plains National Monument. BLM File 3150 (P) CA-160.85.
March 11, 2008.

. (20081). Oil and Gas, Bureau of Land Management California webpage. Updated on
November 24, 2008. Available on the internet at
http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/prog/energy/og.htmal. Accessed November 29, 2008.

. (2008j). Environmental Assessment (EA) for oil and gas competitive leasing certain
parcels within the Bakersfield Field Office, March 12, 2008. EA No. CA-160-07-143.
U.S. BLM. Available on the internet at
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialis/blm/ca/pdf/bakersfield/minerals.Par.88054.fiel.d
at/EA-CA-160-07-143_draft.pdf. Accessed November 10, 2008.

(USBR) U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. (2004a). Central Valley Project West San Joaquin
Division, San Luis Unit, Biological Assessment Long-Term Water Service Contract
Renewal. South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA, 126 Pages.

. (2004b). Broadview Water Contract Assignment Project Environmental
Assessment/Draft Finding of No Significant Impact. Prepared by Environmental Science
Associates for USBR, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, California, 4
chapters and 3 appendices.

. (2006a). Final Environmental Impact Statement, San Luis Drainage Feature
Reevaluation. Section Six, Groundwater Resources. Mid-Pacific Region, Sacramento,
CA, 45 pp. Available at:
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/nepa_projdetails.cfm?Project_ID=61

. (2006b). Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, San Luis Unit Long
Term Contract Renewals. USBR, South Central California Office, Fresno, CA, 9 pp. and
3 appendices. Available at:
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/nepa_projdetails.cfm?Project_ID=63

. (2009). Draft Environmental Assessment, San Luis Unit Water Service Interim



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 52

Renewal Contracts 2010 — 2013, EA-09-101. USBR, South Central California Area
Office, Fresno, CA, 41 pp. and 6 appendices. Available at:
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/nepa_projdetails.cfm?Project 1ID=4817

. (2010a). San Luis Unit Water Service Interim Renewal Contracts 2010-2013 (EA-09-
101). Central Valley Project, California. Mid-Pacific Region South-Central California
Area Office. Fresno, California.

. (2010b). 2010 Renewal of Cross Valley Interim Water Service Contracts and Delta
Division/San Felipe Contracts through February 29, 2010 (EA-09-126). Central Valley
Project, California. Mid-Pacific Region South-Central California Area Office. Fresno,
California.

[USDA] U.S. Department of Agriculture. (2007). Biological Assessment USDA Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service, California Wildlife Services Program, Part II Integrated
wildlife damage management to protect livestock, property, human health and safety, and
natural resources in the State of California. USDA APHIS-WS, Sacramento, CA. July
8, 2004, amended February 7, 2007.

[USDI] U.S. Department of the Interior. (1994). The Impact of Federal Programs on Wetlands,
Vol. II. A Report to Congress by the Secretary of the Interior. Washington, D.C.

[USDI] United States Department of the Interior - Bureau of Reclamation/Fish and Wildlife
Service/Geological Survey/Bureau of Indian Affairs. (1998). Guidelines for
Interpretation of the Biological Effects of Selected Constituents in Biota, Water, and
Sediment. National Irrigation Water Quality Program Information Report No. 3. Bureau
of Reclamation, Denver, CO. 198 pp. Available at:
http://www.usbr.gov/niwqgp/guidelines/index.html

[USDOD] U.S. Department of Defense. (2008). Fort Hunter Liggett Hunting and Fishing
Program, training area availability. Environmental Division. Available on the internet
at http://www.liggett.army.mil/sites/fishhunt/. Accessed October 28, 2008.
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency. (2005). Federal Register 70: 75481-75482.
December 20, 2005.

(2008). Risk mitigation decision for ten rodenticides May 28, 2008 (revised June 24,
2008). Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and Toxic Substances, U. S. EPA, Washington
D.C.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). (1967). Native fish and wildlife. Endangered species.
Federal Register 32:4001. [Includes blunt-nosed leopard lizard and San Joaquin kit fox].

(1980a). Recovery plan for the California least tern, Sterna antillarum browni. U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Portland, OR.

(1980b). Blunt-nosed leopard lizard recovery plan. Portland, OR, 62 pp.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 53

(1983). The San Joaquin Kit Fox Recovery Plan. Prepared by Dr. Thomas O’Farrell
under interagency contract DE-ACOB-76NV01183 with the U.S. Department of Energy
for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, OR 90 pp.

(1985). Revised recovery plan for the California least tern, Sterna antillarum browni.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, OR.

. (1991). Endangered and threatened wildlife and plants; proposed endangered status
for the giant garter snake, proposed rule. Federal Register 56:67046-67053.

.(1992). Re-initiation of the February 28, 1979, formal consultation with the United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) on its Animal Damage Control (ADC)
Program as required under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. U. S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington D.C. July
28, 1992. Provided by the USDA APHIS-WS, Sacramento, California, based on its
inclusion in USDA 2007.

.(1993a). Endangered and threatened wildlife and plants; determination of threatened
status for the giant garter snake. Federal Register 58:54053-54066.

.(1993b). Effects of 16 vertebrate control agents on threatened and endangered
species. U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Program, Arlington, VA.
March 1993. 177 pp.

(1995). Biological opinion for the reinitiation of formal consultation concerning oil
production at the maximum efficient rate on Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve, Kern
County, California. Service File # 1-1-95-F-102. Sacramento, CA.

.(1997). Intra-Service biological and conference opinion on issuance of an incidental
take permit to Kern Water Bank Authority, for the development, operation, and
maintenance of the Kern Water Bank and the Kern Water Conservation Bank, Kern
County, California. Service File # 1-1-97-F-108. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Sacramento, CA.

.(1998a). Recovery plan for upland species of the San Joaquin Valley, California. U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 1, Portland, OR. 319 pp.

. (1998b). Recovery Plan for Serpentine Soil Species of the San Francisco Bay Area.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon. 330+ pp.

.(1999) Draft recovery plan for the giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas). U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Portland, OR. 192 pp.

(2000). Biological Opinion for the Interim Water Contract Renewal, Ref. No. 1-1-00-
F-0056. February 29, 2000. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 54

.(2001). Biological opinion on the Bureau of Land Management Oil and Gas
Programmatic for Kings and Kern Counties, California. Service File # 1-1-01-F-0063.
Sacramento, CA.

.(2003). Amendment to the section 7 biological opinion on the Bureau of Land
Management Programmatic (1-1-01-F-0063) to include NPR-2, Kern County, California.
USFWS File # 1-1-03-F-0295. Sacramento, CA.

(2004). Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon.
USFWS, Portland, OR and Sacramento, CA.

.(2005). Comments on Potential Risks of Nine Rodenticides to Birds and Nontarget
Mammals: A Comparative Approach. Letter to K. White, Office of Pesticide Programs,
U.S. EPA, Washington DC, from E. Wilson, Chief Division of Environmental Quality,
USFWS, Arlington VA, 6 pp.

. (2006) Giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) 5-Year Review: Summary and
Evaluation. September 2006. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and
Wildlife Office, Sacramento, CA, 46 pp.

.(2006b). San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act Report. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office,
Sacramento, CA, 73 pp.

(2006¢). Pehl Mine at 6225 North River Road (APN 026-104-043), Paso Robles —
Surveys for Least Bells Vireo and Arroyo Toad, and Early Evaluation for San Joaquin
Kit Fox. Service File # PAS 2938.4462.6350. November 27, 2006. Ventura, CA.

. (2006) California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni) 5-Year Review: Summary and
Evaluation. September 2006. USFWS, Sacramento, CA.

.(2007a). Programmatic biological opinion for activities conducted at Fort Hunter
Liggett, Monterey County, California (1-8-07-F-11R). Service File # PAS
2041.4788.6686. March 26, 2007. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ventura, CA.

. (2007b). Re: Amended Biological Assessment for APHIS-WS activities to protect

livestock, property, human health and safety, and natural resources in the State of
California. May 8, 2007.

(2008). Proposed Sand and Gravel Mining Projects in the Salinas River Watershed, San
Luis Obispo County, California. Service File # 81440-2008-TA-0587. September 16,
2008. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ventura, CA.

(2009). Letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency providing comments and
recommendations on the proposed numeric water quality selenium standard for the Great



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 55

Salt Lake. Letter from N.E. Walsh, Acting Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Region 6, Denver CO, to C. Rushin, Acting Administrator, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Denver, CO, 5 pp.

(2010). San Joaquin Kit Fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica) 5-Year Review: Summary and
Evaluation. February 2010. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife
Office, Sacramento, CA, 121 pp.

(2010). San Joaquin woolly-threads (Monolopia congdonii) 5-Year Review: Summary
and Evaluation. June 2010. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and
Wildlife Office, Sacramento, CA, 30 pp.

.(2010). Blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia sila) 5-Year Review: Summary and
Evaluation. February 2010. USFWS, Sacramento, CA.

. (2011). Standardized recommendations for protection of the endangered San Joaquin
kit fox prior to or during ground disturbance. Prepared by the Sacramento Fish and
Wildlife Office.

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). (2004). National Assessment of oil and gas fact sheet:
Assessment of undiscovered oil and gas resources of the San Joaquin Basin Province of
California, 2003. Available on the internet at Warrick, G.D., and B.L. Cypher. (1998).
Factors affecting the spatial distribution of San Joaquin kit foxes. Journal of Wildlife
Management 62:707-717.

Valley, California. 1998 Annual Report. The Lokern Grazing Study Project. Bureau of
Land Management, Bakersfield, CA,
http://www.csub.edu/~dgermano/GrazingWebSite.htm

Warrick, G.D., and B.L. Cypher. (1998). Factors affecting the spatial distribution of San
Joaquin kit foxes. Journal of Wildlife Management 62:707-717.

Warrick, G.D., and B.L. Cypher. (1999). Variation in body mass of San Joaquin kit foxes.
Journal of Mammalogy 80:972-979.

Warrick, G.D., T.T. Kato, M.V. Phillips, and H.J. Hill. (1997). Assessment of impacts and
evaluation of restoration methods on areas affected by a well blowout, Naval Petroleum
Reserve No. 1, California. Fifth International Conference Effects of Oil on Wildlife.
Monterey, CA. Nov. 3-6, 1997:53-66.

Warrick, G. D., T. T. Kato, and B. R. Rose. 1998. Microhabitat use and home range
characteristics of blunt-nosed leopard lizards. Journal of Herpetology 32: 183-191.

Warrick, G.D., H.O. Clark, Jr., P.A. Kelly, and D.F. Williams, and B.L. Cypher. (2007). Use of
agricultural lands by San Joaquin kit foxes. Western North American Naturalist 67:270-
2717.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 56

Westlands Water District, 2009. Deep Groundwater Conditions Report, December 2008.
Westlands Water District, Fresno, CA, 15 pp.

White, P.J., and R.A. Garrott. (1997). Factors regulating kit fox populations. Canadian Journal
of Zoology 75:1982-1988.

White, P.J., and R.A. Garrott. (1999). Population Dynamics of Kit Foxes. Canadian Journal of
Zoology 77:486-493.

White, P.J., and K. Ralls. (1993). Reproduction and spacing patterns of kit foxes relative to
changing prey availability. Journal of Wildlife Management 57:861-867.

White, P.J., K. Ralls, and C.A. Vanderbilt. (1995). Overlap in habitat and food use between
coyotes and San Joaquin kit foxes. Southwestern Naturalist 40:342-349.

White, P.J., C.A. Vanderbilt-White, and K. Ralls. (1996). Functional and numerical responses
of kit foxes to a short-term decline in mammalian prey. Journal of Mammalogy 77:370-
376.

White, P.J., W.H. Berry, J.J. Eliason, and M.T. Hanson. (2000). Catastrophic decrease in an
isolated population of kit foxes. The Southwestern Naturalist 45:204-211.

Whitney, D. (2008a). Oil exploration firm looks at nature preserve. The Sacramento Bee.
March 2, 2008. Available on the internet at http://www.sacbee.com/capitoland
california/v-print/story/753076.html. Accessed November 10, 2008.

Whitney, D. (2008b). Carrizo oil explorer considers dynamite. San Luis Obispo Tribunes and
wire service sources. Available on the internet at
http://www.sanluisobispo.com/news/local/v-print/story/331162.html. Accessed
September 12, 2008.

Williams, D.F. (1985). A review of the population status of the Tipton kangaroo rat, Dipodomys
nitratoides nitratiodes. Final report 10181-4861(ts) 84 SE-0020-4 prepared for the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Office. Sacramento, CA, 48 pp.

Williams, D.F. (1990). Assessment of potential habitat for the blunt-nosed leopard lizard and
San Joaquin kit fox in western Madera County, California. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Endangered Species Office, Sacramento, CA, 31 pp.

Williams, D.F. and D.J. Germano. (1992). Recovery of endangered kangaroo rats in the San
Joaquin Valley, California. Transactions of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society
28:93-106.

Williams, D.F., D.J. Germano, and W. Tordoff. (1993). Population studies of endangered
kangaroo rats and blunt-nosed leopard lizards in the Carrizo Plain Natural Area,
California. State of California, Department of Fish and Game, Wildlife Management
Division, Nongame Bird and Mammal Sec. Rep. 93-01. 114 pp.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 57

Williams, T. and V. Wunderlich. (2003). Progress report: 2003 San Joaquin Valley giant
garter snake conservation project. Unpublished report. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
San Luis National Wildlife Refuge Complex, Los Banos, CA, 12 pp.

Woodbridge, B. (1998). Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni). In “The Riparian Bird
ConservationPlan: a Strategy for Reversing the Decline of riparian-associated Birds in
California.” California Partners in Flight.
http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/riparian_v-2.html

Wylie, G. D. (1998a). Giant garter snake project: 1998 progress report. Unpublished
(preliminary) report. U. S. Geological Survey, Biological Resources Division, Dixon
Field Station, Dixon, CA, 4 pp. & Figures.

Wylie, G. D. (1998b). Results of the 1998 survey for giant garter snakes in and around the
Grasslands Area of the San Joaquin Valley. U. S. Geological Survey, Biological
Resources Division, Dixon Field Station, Biological Resources Division, U.S. Geological
Survey, Dixon, CA.

Wylie, G. and M. Amarello. (2008). Surveys for the current distribution and abundance of
giant garter snakes (Thamnophis gigas) in the southern San Joaquin Valley. Prepared for
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region, South-Central California Area
Office, Fresno, CA, 14 pp.

Wylie, G.D. and M.L. Casazza. (2001). Investigations of giant garter snakes in the Natomas
Basin: 2001 field season. Unpublished report. U.S. Geological Survey, Biological
Resources Division, Dixon, CA, 9 pp.

Whylie, G. D., M.L. Casazza, and N.M. Carpenter. (2000). Monitoring giant garter snakes at
Colusa National Wildlife Refuge: 2000 report. U.S. Geological Survey, Biological
Resources Division, Dixon Field Station, Dixon, CA.

Wylie, G.D., M.L. Casazza, and N. M. Carpenter. (2002a). Monitoring giant garter snakes at
Colusa National Wildlife Refuge: 2001 progress report. Unpublished report. U.S.
Geological Survey, Biological Resources Division, Dixon Field Station, Dixon, CA, 10

Pp-

Wylie, G.D., M. L. Casazza, and J. K. Daugherty. (1997) 1996 progress report for the giant
garter snake study. Unpublished (preliminary) report. U.S. Geological Survey,
Biological Resources Division, Dixon Field Station, Dixon, CA, 6 pp. & Figures.

Wylie, G.D., M.L. Casazza, and L.L. Martin. (2002b). The distribution of giant garter snakes



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 58

and their habitat in the Natomas Basin: A report for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Unpublished report. U.S. Geological Survey, Biological Resources Division, Dixon
Field Station, Dixon, CA, 25 pp.

Wylie, G.D., M. L. Casazza, L.L. Martin, and N. M. Carpenter. (2003a). Monitoring giant
garter snakes at Colusa National Wildlife Refuge: 2002 progress report. Unpublished
report. U.S. Geological Survey, Biological Resources Division, Dixon Field Station,
Dixon, CA, 16 pp.

Wylie, G.D., M.L. Casazza, and L.L. Martin. (2003b). Giant garter snake surveys in the
Natomas Basin: 2000-2002. Unpublished report. U.S. Geological Survey, Biological
Resources Division, Dixon Field Station, Dixon, CA, 20 pp.

Whylie, G. D., Casazza, M.L., and M. Carpenter. (2003c). Diet of bullfrogs in relation to
predation on giant garter snakes at Colusa National Wildlife Refuge. California Fish and
Game 89(3):139-145.

Wylie, G.D., M.L. Casazza, L.L. Martin, and N.M. Carpenter. (2004a). Monitoring giant garter
snakes at Colusa National Wildlife Refuge: 2003 progress report. Unpublished report.
U.S. Geological Survey, Biological Resources Division, Dixon Field Station, Dixon, CA,

17 pp.

Whylie, G. D., M. L. Casazza, and L. L. Martin. (2004b). Giant garter snake surveys in the
Natomas Basin: 2003 Results. Unpublished report. U.S. Geological Survey, Biological
Resources Division, Dixon Field Station, Dixon, CA, 75 pp.

Wylie, G.D., M.L. Casazza, L.L. Martin, and M. Carpenter. (2005). Identification of key giant
garter snake habitats and use areas on the Sacramento National Wildlife Refuge
Complex. Unpublished report. U.S. Geological Survey, Biological Resources Division,
Dixon Field Station, Dixon, CA, 31 pp.

Wylie, G.D., T. Graham, M.L. Casazza, M.M. Paquin, and J. Daugherty. (1996). National
Biological Service giant garter snake study progress report for the 1995 field season.
Unpublished (preliminary) report. U. S. Geological Survey, Biological Resources
Division, Dixon Field Station, Dixon, CA, 6 pp. & Figures.

Wylie, G.D. and L.L. Martin. (2004). Results of 2004 monitoring for giant garter snakes
(Thamnophis gigas) for the bank protection project on the left bank of the Colusa Basin
Drainage Canal in Reclamation District 108, Sacramento River bank river protection
project, phase II. Unpublished report prepared for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Environmental Planning Section, Sacramento, CA, 18 pp.

Young, L.S. (1989). Effects of agriculture on raptors in the western United States: an overview.
Proceedings of the Western Raptor Management Symposium and Workshop; Natural

Science and Technology Series 12.

Zoellick, B.W., T.P. O’Farrell, P.M. McCue, C.E. Harris, and T.T. Kato. (1987). Reproduction



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 59

of the San Joaquin kit fox on Naval Petroleum Reserve #1, Elk Hills, California, 1980-
1985. Rep. No. EGG 10282-2144, EG&G Energy Measurements, Goleta, CA, 42 pp.

In Litteris
Briden, Laurie. (2006). California Department of Fish and Game.

Broderick, L.R. (2007). Comment letter on the January 7, 2007, Federal Register announcement
of “Rodenticides; proposed risk mitigation decision,” Docket Number OPP-2002-0049
from Director, California Department of Fish and Game. April 4, 2007.

Cypher, Brian. (2007). Electronic mail from Biologist, Endangered Species Recovery Program,
California State University-Stanislaus, Bakersfield, California, to Joseph Terry, Fish
andWildlife Biologist, San Joaquin Valley Branch, Endangered Species Division,
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA.

Cypher, Brian. (2008, 2009). Electronic mail from Biologist, Endangered Species Recovery
Program, California State University-Stanislaus, Bakersfield, California, to Karen Leyse,
Fish and Wildlife Biologist, Recovery Branch, Endangered Species Division, Sacramento
Fish and Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA. Emails
provided information on status of core and satellite population status for the San Joaquin
kit fox, providing information on disease prevalence, and providing information on
current available habitat.

Erickson, Bill. (2006). Rodenticides Incidents Update: memorandum from B. Erickson,
Biologist, to Susan Lewis, Chief, SRRD, EPA, Washington D.C. November 15, 2006.

Germano, David. 2006. Electronic mail from Professor, Department of Biology, California State
University, Bakersfield, California, to Joseph Terry, Biologist, San Joaquin Valley
Branch, Endangered Species Division, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, California.

Hosea, Robert. (1999). Letter from Principal Investigator, Pesticide Investigations Unit,
California Department of Fish and Game, Rancho Cordova, California, to Christine Van
Horn Job, Wildlife Biologist, Endangered Species Recovery Program, California State
University-Stanislaus, Bakersfield, CA. October 14, 1999

Kinsey, Michael. (2010). Electronic mail transmitting environmental commitment for the
project description of the Interim Contract Renewal ESA consultation, from Wildlife
Biologist, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Fresno, California to Kathy Wood, Assistant
Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office,



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 60

Sacramento, CA.

Lowe, Jason. (2006). Electronic mail from Wildlife Biologist, U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, Hollister, California to Joseph Terry, Biologist, San Joaquin Valley
Branch, Endangered Species Division, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA.

Lowe, Jason. (2007). Electronic mail from Wildlife Biologist, U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, Hollister, California, to Joseph Terry, Biologist, San Joaquin Valley
Branch, Endangered Species Division, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA.

McMillin, Stella. (2008). Electronic message from Stella McMillin, Environmental Scientist,
Pesticide Investigations Unit, California Department of Fish and Game, to Karen Leyse
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. September 3, 2008.

Moore, Michael L. (2008). Electronic messages (with attachment) from Associate Wildlife
Biologist, California National Guard, Camp Roberts Headquarters, to Karen Leyse, Fish
and Wildlife Biologist, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Sacramento, CA. June 27 and June 30, 2008.

Mueller, Mark. (2008). Electronic message to Janice Gann, Biologist, CDFG, forwarded to
Sheila Larsen, Senior Fish and Wildlife Biologist, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA. September 8, 2008.

Parris, Robert. (2007). Electronic mail from Refuge Biologist, San Luis National Wildlife
Refuge Complex, Los Banos, California to Maryann Owens, Wildlife Biologist, San
Joaquin Valley Branch, Endangered Species Division, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife
Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA.

Parris, Bob. (2008). Electronic mail from Refuge Biologist, San Luis National Wildlife Refuge
Complex, Los Banos, California to Karen Leyse, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, Recovery
Branch, Endangered Species Division, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA. Message includes a table with kit fox
spotlighting, scat, and camera survey results from 2006-2008.

Pau, Nancy. (2002). Memorandum from Nancy Pau, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, to Cay
Goude, Mike Fris, Vicki Campbell, and Jan Knight: New information affecting the San
Joaquin kit fox conservation strategy in the San Joaquin Multi-species and Open Space
Plan. February 12, 2002. File: RI E-1 KF PACT.

Saslaw, Larry. (2007). Electronic mail from Field Manager, Bureau of Land Management,
Bakersfield, California to Karen Leyse, Recovery Branch, Endangered Species Division,
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 61

Vance, Julie. (2006). Electronic mail regarding native habitat being disked in Kings County
from Environmental Scientist, Permitting and Regionwide Conservation Planning,
California Dept. Fish and Game, Fresno, California, to Susan P. Jones, Chief, San
Joaquin Valley Branch, Endangered Species Division, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Sacramento, CA.

Williams, D.F. (1989). Letter to R. Schlorff, CDFG, Sacramento, CA.

Williams, Pam. (2006). Electronic mail from Refuge Biologist, Kern National Wildlife Refuge
Complex, Delano, California to Joseph Terry, Biologist, San Joaquin Valley Branch,
Endangered Species Division, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Sacramento, California.

Williams, Pam. (2007). Electronic mail from Refuge Biologist, Kern National Wildlife Refuge
Complex, Delano, California to Joseph Terry, Biologist, San Joaquin Valley Branch,
Endangered Species Division, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA.

Wylie, Glenn, D.(2006) Electronic mail on observations of river otter predation on giant garter
snakes from Research Biologist, U.S. Geological Survey, Western Ecological Research
Center, Dixon, CA, to Elizabeth Warne, Recovery Biologist, Sacramento Fish and
Wildlife Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA.

Personal Communications

Clark, L. (2008). Fort Hunter Liggett Military Reservation, California, provided information on
the status of the kit fox at the facility. December 8, 2008.

Coolahan, C. (2009). USDA APHIS State Director, Wildlife Services, Sacramento, CA.
Provided information on predator and rodent control materials currently authorized for
use by APHIS within the range of the San Joaquin kit fox. January 22, 2009.

Cypher, B. (2008). Researcher/Wildlife Biologist, Endangered Species Recovery Program.
California State University-Stanislaus (Bakersfield). Provided information on the
recovery strategy for the kit fox, on the fox’s status in core and satellite areas, and on
research activities to Karen Leyse, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, U.S. Fish and Wildlife,
Sacramento Field Office. August 19, 2008, Bakersfield, CA.

Dixon, B. (2009). Environmental Engineer, Occidental of Elk Hills, Inc., Bakersfield, CA.
Provided information on management of Occidental oilfield and conservation holdings,
and measures to prevent OHV damage to holdings. January 13, 2009.

Golden, N. (2008). USFWS, Division of Environmental Quality, Arlington, VA. Provided
information on status of Informal Consultation with the USEPA on Second Generation



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 62

Anticoagulant Rodenticides.

Gruenhagen, N. (2006). Personal Communication. Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific South
Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA.

Hansen, G. (1991). Consulting Herpetologist, Sacramento, CA.

Hansen, G. (1998). Consulting Herpetologist, Sacramento, CA.
Hansen, E. (2008). Consulting Environmental Biologist, Sacramento, CA. Provided information
on population trends, threats, and recommendations for future actions.

Kelly, P. (2000). Endangered Species Recovery Program, Fresno, pers. comm. to P. White, Fish
and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, April 6, 2000.

Littlefield, M. (2007). Fish and Wildlife Biologist, USFWS, formerly Lead Fish and Wildlife
Biologist for Fort Hunter Liggett and Camp Roberts Military Reserves, Department of
Defense.

Moore, M. L. (2008). Provided information on kit fox at Camp Roberts to Karen Leyse, Fish
and Wildlife Biologist, SFWO, USFWS, Sacramento, California. June, 2008.

Roberts, J. (2006). Director, The Natomas Basin Conservancy.

Saslaw, L. (2008, 2009). Field Manager. U.S. Bureau of Land Management. Bakersfield, CA.
Provided information on issues pertaining to the kit fox on BLM lands, including Carrizo
Plains National Monument. 2007, October 7 and 16, 2008, January 5, 2009, February 4,
2009.

Toto, A.L. (2010). Water Resources Engineer, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Fresno, Ca. Provided information pertaining to drainwater evaporation basins in
the vicinity of Westlands Water District.

Vance, J. (2007). Wildlife Biologist. California Department of Fish and Game. Fresno,
California.

Whylie, G. (2005, 2006). U.S. Geological Survey, Biological Resources Division, Dixon.



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 63

N Westlands Water District B
- District Boundary
Contractor's Service Area 14-06-200-495-I1R3 A

Cutec Gt b 28,2001 . —— 805-202-46

s Kama:




Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 64

Figure 2 Westlands Water District

Pajaro Valley W.M.A. - Santa Clara Valley W.D.
Westlands W.D. Distribution District #1 1
(3-Way Assignment From Mercy Springs W.D.) i

14-06-200-3365A-IR13-B

@ Contractor's Service Area
1':_::) District Boundary

P . o B05-202-44

P an H el - o 5 10 X 3]

Figure 3 Distribution District #1 and Pajaro Valley Water Management Area



Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, South Central California Area Office, Fresno, CA 65

s Westlands Water District
[ District Boundary Distribution District No. 2
Contractor's Service Area (Partial Assignment From Mercy Springs W.D.) b
: Westands Water District 14-06-200-3365A-IR13-C
Miles
RO . n— 0 25 3 805-202-49

Figure 4 Distribution District #2



	Appendix E City of Tracy NLAA.pdf
	Appendix E cover.pdf
	FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (11-049)
	THREE DELTA DIVISION AND FIVE SAN LUIS UNIT WATER SERVICE INTERIM RENEWAL CONTRACTS 2012-2014
	February 2012



	08-ESMG00-2012-I-0233 Tracy Interim Water Contract Renewal (2)

	Appendix F BO
	Appendix F cover.pdf
	FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (11-049)
	THREE DELTA DIVISION AND FIVE SAN LUIS UNIT WATER SERVICE INTERIM RENEWAL CONTRACTS 2012-2014
	February 2012



	2012-F-0256_SLU IRC 2012 to 2014_2 29 12




